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1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Robert C. Harrall 
Letter of Transmittal 
Pursuant to § 8-15-7 of the Rhode Island General Laws, it is my pleasure 
to submit the 1995 Annual Report on the Judiciary. 
The report highlights the activities of the judicial system during calendar 
year 1995 and serves to inform the honorable members of the General 
Assembly and the public of those proceedings. 
The publication of this report was made possible through the efforts of 
the staff of the State Court Administrative Office. Appreciation to those 
members who participated is extended. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Robert C. Harrall 
State Court Administrator 
1 
1 9 9 5 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Chief Justice Joseph R. Weisberger 
To the Honorable Members of the General Assembly 
The unified judicial system of the State of Rhode Island has continued to meet ever 
increasing challenges of volume during the last fiscal year. Our various court committees 
have successfully striven to carry out their important missions. 
The Judicial Evaluation Committee, User Friendly Committee and the Committee on 
Civility and Professionalism have worked assiduously to improve the performance and the 
image of the judiciary and the legal system. A new committee has been formed to study the 
future of the courts. This committee will help to guide us on the path toward the 21st 
century. 
Our traditional committees such as the Board of Bar Examiners, The Committee on 
Character and Fitness, the Disciplinary Board, the Commission on Mandatory Legal 
Education as well as the numerous other committees whose members are set forth in this 
report have continued to do splendid jobs in their significant areas of concern. We salute 
these volunteers and express our sincere appreciation for their great work. 
The Supreme Court and all the trial courts have worked not only harder but more 
efficiently to meet the challenges stemming from the case load volume. In spite of endemic 
shortages of personnel, we have managed to remain substantially current in dealing with our 
case load. On behalf of the unified judiciary, I express our thanks to all support personnel 
and to those wonderful volunteers both members of the bar and public members who are 
such an important part of our continuing effort to enhance our services. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Joseph R. Weisberger 
Chief Justice 
3 
1995 Report on the 
Judiciary 
1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Table of Contents 
Rhode Island Court Structure 
Rhode Island's Unified Court System 10 
The Rhode Island Courts Judicial Budget Comparison 14 
1995in the Rhode Island Courts 
1995 Report on the Court's Domestic Abuse 
Victim Advocacy Program 16 
Crime Victim Compensation 16 
1995 Annual Report on the Violent Crimes 
Indemnity Fund 16 
1995 Report on the State Court Victim Services Unit 17 
Supreme Court 
Supreme Court Continues to Function with Only Four Justices 20 
John P. Bourcier Elected Supreme Court Justice 22 
Court Program for Educators and the Public 22 
Judicial Education Commission Reports Full Compliance 23 
User-Friendly Committee Improves 
Signs and Information in Court Facilities 24 
A Committee on Civility and Professionalism is Appointed 25 
Women in the Courts Committee Addresses Clients' Rights 25 
Court Assumes Responsibility for Operation of Its Facilities 26 
Law Library Improves Services 27 
The Employee Relations Office Workload Increases 28 
Court's Word-Processing System Has Major Upgrade 30 
Deputy Director Named 30 
Superior Court 
Superior Court Continues to Reduce Civil Trial Caseload 32 
Court-Annexed Arbitration Continues to 
Impact the Civil Caseload 34 
Frank J. Williams Appointed Superior Court Associate Justice 34 
Superior Court Benefits from Judicial Evaluation Program 35 
Court Uses Latest Technology 35 
Rules of Civil Procedure Revised 36 
Open Meetings Law Violation Cases Expedited 36 
One Day/One Trial Program Saves Time and Money 37 
Collections of Fines and Costs Increases by 28 Percent 37 
Gun Court Draws National Attention 38 
Family Court 
Family Court Cuts into Juvenile and Domestic Case Backlog 40 
Assessment Completed: Implementation 
of Recommendations Undertaken 42 
Court Studying New Domestic-Relations 
Case-Processing System 44 
Court-Annexed Divorce Mediation Initiated in Family Court 45 
Juvenile Services Department Assists the Truancy Task Force 46 
Family Service Unit Offers Wide-Ranging Services to Litigants 48 
Court Receives Federal Grant for Child Protection Cases 49 
CASA Program Continues to Assist Abused Children 50 
Child Support Collections Increase Dramatically 51 
District Court 
District Court Meets Time Goal for Misdemeanor Dispositions ... 54 
District Court Establishes Collection Program 56 
Court Requires Mandatory Training for Constables 57 
Workers' Compensation Court 
Workers' Compensation Court Further 
Reduces Pending Caseload 60 
Chief Judge Hosts International Compensation College 60 
Administrative Adjudication Court 
Court Makes Progress in Installing a New Computer System 62 
Court Initiative Closes Out Delinquent Summonses 62 
Acknowledgments 
Supreme Court Justice Donald F. Shea Retires 64 
Superior Court Associate Justice Paul P. Pederzani, Jr., 
Steps Down After 25 Years of Service 64 
Boards and Panels 
Board of Bar Examiners 66 
Committee on Character and Fitness 67 
Disciplinary Board 68 
Ethics Advisory Panel 70 
Advisory Committee on Judicial Ethics 71 
Judicial Performance Evaluation Committee 72 
Commission on Judicial Tenure and Discipline 73 
Mandatory Continuing Legal Education 74 
Unauthorized Practice of Law Committee 75 
Appendices 
1995 Judicial Roster 78 
1995 Court Directory 79 
Rhode Island Supreme Court Appellate Caseflow 82 
Rhode Island Superior Court Criminal Caseflow 84 
Rhode Island Superior Court Civil Caseflow 88 
Rhode Island Family Court Juvenile Caseflow 90 
Rhode Island Family Court 
Domestic Relations Caseflow 91 
Rhode Island District Court Criminal Caseflow 92 
Rhode Island District Court Civil Caseflow 93 
Rhode Island Workers' Compensation Court 
Caseload Summary 95 
Administrative Adjudication Court Caseload Summary 97 
Pursuant to Chapter 8-15 of the Rhode Island Genera] Laws this report was 
prepared by the Administrative Office of State Courts, Frank Licht Judicial 
Complex, 250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903. Phone (401) 277-3266; fax 
(401) 277-3599 
Contributors to the 1995 Annual Report 
Robert C. Harrall, Administrator, State Courts 
Robert J. Melucci, Editor 
Susan W. McCalmont, Associate Editor 
Stephen A. King, Associate Editor 
Ruth M. Landow, Copy Editor 
David Silverman, Photographer 
Patriot Forms, Printer 
Cover Slater Mill, Pawtucket, Rhode Island, 
"Birthplace of the American Industrial Revolution" 
by Karl R. Rittmann 
7 
Rhode Island 
S t r u c t u r e 
Court 
1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island's Unified Court System 
Rhode Island has six state-funded courts. The 
District, Family, Administrative Adjudication, and 
Workers' Compensation Courts are trial courts of 
limited jurisdiction. The Superior Court is the gen-
eral trial court, and the Supreme Court is the court 
of review. The Supreme Court Chief Justice, ex-
ecutive head of the state court system, has author-
ity over the judicial budget. The Chief Justice 
appoints a state court administrator and staff to 
handle these budgetary and administrative tasks. 
Each individual court, however, has both a chief 
judge and an administrator to handle internal court 
management. 
SUPREME COURT 
S Justices* Staff: 119 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
FAMILY COURT 
12 Justices • 2 Masters • Staff: 138 
Juvenile: Wayward/Delinquent, 
Dependency/Neglect/Child Abuse, 
Termination of Parental Rights, Adoption, 
Mental Health Commitments, Consent for 
Abortion - Minors 
Adult: Contributing to Delinquency, 
Nonsupport, Paternity, Criminal Child Abuse 
Domestic Relations: Divorce, Support, 
Custody, Domestic Assault 
WRIT OF 
CERTIORARI 
WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION COURT 
10 Judges Staff: 53 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
All Controversies Regarding Workers' 
Compensation Claims 
| APPEALS 
SUPERIOR C O U R T 
22 Justices • 2 Masters • Staff: 137 
Criminal: All Felonies 
Civil: Over $5,000, Equity, 
Condemnation, Extradition, All Jury 
Trials, Mandamus, Habeas Corpus, 
Probate Appeals, Zoning Board Appeals 
APPEALS 
DISTRICT C O U R T 
13 Judges • 1 Master • Staff: 70 
Criminal: Violations, Misdemeanors, Felony 
Initial Appearance 
Civil: Under $10,000, Small Claims, Mental 
Health, Housing Code 
Administrative Agency Appeals 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
ADJUDICATION COURT 
7 Judges • Staff: 94 
APPELLATE DIVISION 
All Non-criminal Matters Regarding Traffic Cases; 
Control of Traffic Summons; Driver Training 
Schools; Driver Accident and Violation Records. 
Review of Traffic Offense Decisions of Municipal 
Courts and Appeals from the Division of Motor 
Vehicles 
10 
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SUPERIOR AND 
FAMILY COURTS 
Providence and 
Bristol Counties 
Kent County 
Washington County 
Newport County 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
The Supreme Court has final 
appellate jurisdiction over ques-
tions of law and equity, supervi-
sory powers over other state 
courts, and general advisory re-
sponsibility to the legislative and 
the executive branches of state 
government concerning the con-
stitutionality of legislation. The 
Supreme Court is also responsi-
ble for regulating admission to 
the Rhode Island Bar and disci-
plining its members. 
The Supreme Court has an ad-
ministrative office that oversees 
all personnel matters, fiscal con-
cerns, and purchasing functions 
for the entire state court system. 
The administrative office also 
performs a wide range of mana-
gerial tasks, including the devel-
opment and operation of 
automated information systems 
for all courts; long-range plan-
ning; the collection, analysis, and 
reporting of information on 
court caseloads and operations; 
the development and implemen-
tation of management-
improvement projects in speci-
fied areas; and the supervision of 
facilities. The State Law library, 
which is also under the direction 
of the Supreme Court, provides 
reference materials and research 
services for judges and court 
staff as well as serving as the only 
comprehensive public law library 
in the state. 
S U P E R I O R C O U R T 
Superior Court is the trial court 
of general jurisdiction. Civil 
matters involving claims in ex-
cess of $5,000 and all equity pro-
ceedings are heard here. 
Superior Court also has original 
jurisdiction over all criminal of-
fenses, except as otherwise pro-
vided by law. As a consequence, 
all indictments by grand juries 
and informations charged by the 
Department of the Attorney 
General are returned to this 
court. 
Superior Court also hears ap-
peals from decisions of local 
Probate and Municipal Courts. 
In addition, criminal and civil 
cases tried in the District Court, 
except as specifically provided by 
statute, are also brought to the 
Superior Court on appeal for a 
trial de novo. 
Other types of appeals and 
statutory proceedings, such as 
redevelopment, land condemna-
tion, zoning appeals, and en-
forcement of arbitrator's awards, 
also fall under Superior Court ju-
risdiction. 
Finally, Superior Court shares 
concurrent jurisdiction with the 
Supreme Court over writs of ha-
beas corpus and mandamus and 
certain other prerogative writs. 
Appeals from the Superior Court 
are heard by the Supreme Court. 
FAMILY C O U R T 
Family Court was created to fo-
cus attention on problems in-
volving families and children. Its 
goals are to assist, to protect, and 
if possible, to restore families 
whose unity or well-being has 
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DISTRICT COURT 
DIV IS IONS 
^ 2nd Division 
^ 3rd Division 
| 4 th Division 
| 5th Division 
| 6th Division 
been or is threatened. This court 
also ensures that children within 
its jurisdiction receive the care, 
guidance, and control conducive 
to their welfare and the best in-
terests of the state. If children 
are removed from their parents, 
the court also seeks to provide 
them with the equivalent of high-
quality parental care. 
Family Court has jurisdiction to 
hear all petitions for divorce and 
any motions in conjunction with 
divorce proceedings, such as 
property distribution, alimony, 
support, and child custody. It 
hears petitions for separate 
maintenance and complaints re-
garding support for parents and 
children. It has jurisdiction over 
matters relating to delinquent, 
wayward, dependent, neglected, 
abused, or mentally deficient or 
disordered children. It also has 
jurisdiction over adoptions, child 
marriages, paternity proceedings, 
and other matters involving do-
mestic relations and juveniles. 
Appeals from Family Court de-
cisions are taken directly to the 
Supreme Court. 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T 
Since most people appearing 
before a court in this state ini-
tially appear in District Court, 
this court has been divided into 
five divisions to provide easy 
geographic access to the court 
system. 
District Court jurisdiction in-
cludes small claims, violations of 
municipal ordinances and regula-
12 
tions, and misdemeanors when 
the right to a jury trial in the first 
instance has been waived. If a 
defendant invokes the right to a 
jury trial, the case is transferred 
to the Superior Court. Appeals 
from District Court decisions go 
to the Superior Court for trial de 
novo. 
Violations and hearings on in-
voluntary hospitalization under 
the mental-health, drug-abuse, 
and alcoholism laws also fall un-
der District Court jurisdiction. 
District Court hears appeals from 
and orders compliance with the 
subpoenas and rulings of the 
state tax administrator and sev-
eral regulatory agencies and 
boards. District Court also hears 
violations of state and local 
housing codes except when a 
Municipal Court has been estab-
lished to handle these matters. 
Decisions in all these areas are 
subject to review by the Supreme 
Court only. 
W O R K E R S ' C O M P E N S A T I O N 
C O U R T 
The Workers' Compensation 
Commission was established in 
1954 and functioned independ-
ently until it was made part of 
unified court system in 1991. 
The court has jurisdiction over 
disputes between employees and 
employers in relation to compen-
sation for occupational disabili-
ties, the reasonableness of 
medical and hospital bills, and 
the extent and duration of a dis-
ability. 
1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
The workers' compensation 
statutes establish that employers 
assume the cost of occupational 
disabilities without regard to 
fault. 
Six basic objectives underlie 
workers' compensation laws: 
• To provide sure, prompt, 
and reasonable income and 
medical benefits to work-
accident victims or income 
benefits to their depend-
ents, regardless of fault. 
• To provide a single remedy 
and to reduce court delays, 
costs, and work loads aris-
ing out of personal-injury 
litigation. 
• To relieve public and pri-
vate charities of financial 
drains incident to uncom-
pensated occupational dis-
abilities. 
• To regulate payment of 
fees to lawyers and wit-
nesses as well as time-
consuming trials and ap-
peals. 
• To encourage maximum 
employer interest in safety 
and rehabilitation through 
an appropriate experience-
rating mechanism. 
• To promote frank study of 
the causes of accidents 
(rather than concealment of 
fault), thereby reducing the 
number of preventable ac-
cidents and thereby human 
suffering. 
Appeals from Workers' Com-
pensation Court decisions are 
first heard by an appellate divi-
sion within the court. The ap-
pellate division is a three-judge 
panel made up of any three 
judges of the court other than the 
trial judge. This panel first de-
termines if a basis for appeal ex-
ists by reviewing the transcript 
and the record of the case along 
with any briefs or memoranda of 
law submitted by the appellant. 
If a basis is found, the panel 
hears oral argument and enters a 
final decision. 
If either party is aggrieved by the 
decision of the appellate division, 
the party may petition the Supreme 
Court by writ of certiorari. 
ADMIN ISTRATIVE 
A D J U D I C A T I O N C O U R T 
The Administrative Adjudica-
tion Court (AAC) was established 
in 1992 to succeed the Adminis-
trative Adjudication Division 
(AAD) of the Department of 
Transportation. Operating under 
title 31, chapter 43, of the Gen-
eral Laws, the AAC is responsi-
ble for hearing most traffic cases, 
for distributing and controlling 
traffic summonses, for operating 
driver-retraining schools, and for 
maintaining accurate driver acci-
dent and violation records. The 
court is also the appellate court 
for traffic offenses heard in Mu-
nicipal Courts. 
Prior to 1975 all traffic offenses 
in Rhode Island, except parking, 
were criminal violations 
(misdemeanors or felonies) and 
were heard by the District Court. 
With the establishment of the 
AAD, most traffic offenses were 
decriminalized and placed under 
the jurisdiction of this quasi-
judicial body. Those that were 
not decriminalized are still han-
dled by the District Court and in-
clude driving under the influence 
of alcohol or drugs, reckless 
driving, driving without a valid li-
cense, or leaving the scene of an 
accident. 
The advantage of an AAC is 
that traffic offenses are proc-
essed administratively rather than 
as criminal matters, thereby fo-
cusing attention on the traffic-
safety aspect of the violation. In 
addition, the court has the re-
source of a driver-retraining 
school for chronic violators, and 
a driver history can be developed 
to determine the most appropri-
ate course of action to follow 
with individual violators. 
The AAC also has an appellate 
division. Appeals are reviewed 
by a panel of three neutral judges. 
The appellate division hears ap-
peals from aggrieved motorists 
who have appeared before a sin-
gle judge for a trial. It also re-
views decisions of Municipal 
Courts (particularly traffic of-
fenses) and hears appeals from 
the Division of Motor Vehicles. 
Appeals from the Administra-
tive Adjudication Court are by 
writ of certiorari to the Supreme 
Court. 
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T H E R H O D E ISLAND C O U R T S J U D I C I A L B U D G E T C O M P A R I S O N 
FY 92 FY 93 F Y 94 F Y 95 F Y 96 
State Budget 2,607,546,92 2,556,097,852 2,453,681,210 2,653,001,469 2,673,649,822 
Increase 566,354,090 (51,449,068) (102,416,642) 199,320,259 20,648,353 
Judicial Budget 41,846,359 47,003,961 57,316,933 49,274,420 50,873,125 
Increase 3,497,539 5,157,602 10,312,972 (8,042,513) 1,598,705 
Judicial Share 1.60% 1.83% 2.33% 1.85% 1.90*/. 
Expenditures by Program 
Supreme Court 12,094,254 13,212,862 *22,952,219 11,504,298 12,788,646 
Superior Court 10,612,403 11,941,589 12,569,136 13,180,834 13,381,213 
Family Court 8,015,130 8,726,045 8,875,744 9,411,873 9,747,208 
District Court 3,836,021 4,303,576 5,068,243 5,728,064 5,878,871 
Admin. Adjudication Court 4,618,326 5,668,492 4,429,446 5,541,991 5,116,615 
Workers' Compensation Court 2,670,225 3,151,397 3.422,145 3,907,360 3,960,572 
Total Expenditures 41,846,359 47,003,961 57,316,933 49^74,420 50,873,125 
Expenditures by Object 
Personnel 28,616,511 32,745,253 34,978,595 35,847,588 37,505,381 
Other State Operations 4,595,950 4,649,902 15,129,877 6,046,902 5,611,710 
Assistance, Grants & 
Benefits 4,979,870 5,704,802 3,277,147 3,426,965 3,624,039 
Subtotal: Operating 38,192,331 43,099,957 53,385,619 45,321,455 46,741,130 
Expenditures 
Capital Debt Service 3,654,028 3,904,004 3,931,314 3,952,965 4,131,995 
Total Expenditures 41,846,359 47,003,961 57,316,933 49374,420 50,873,125 
1 Supreme Court budget is an anomaly caused by one-time transfer of CJIS restricted-receipt funds to the State General Fund. 
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1995 Report on the Court's Domestic 
Abuse Victim Advocacy Program 
Since 1988 the Supreme Court 
has contracted with the Rhode 
Island Coalition Against Domes-
tic Violence to administer a 
court-based domestic-abuse vic-
tim-advocacy program. The 
statewide program was estab-
lished in accordance with 
RI.G.L. § 12-28-10 and 12-29-7. 
The advocacy program helps vic-
tims of domestic violence to 
obtain protection through the 
criminal and the civil systems in 
the Family Court, the District 
Court, and the Superior Court. 
The coalition is an association 
of six nonprofit domestic-
violence programs including the 
Blackstone Shelter, the Elizabeth 
Buffum Chase House, the New-
port County Women's Resource 
Center, Sojourner House, the 
Women's Center of Rhode Is-
land, and the Women's Resource 
Center of South County. 
The victim-advocacy program 
has three components. Victim 
advocates are assigned in each of 
the divisions of the District 
Court to assist victims of misde-
meanor crimes involving 
domestic violence. In addition, 
the coalition assists victims of 
domestic violence in obtaining 
civil protective orders in the 
Family or the District Courts 
throughout the state. The third 
component, located in Superior 
Court in Providence County, 
serves those domestic-abuse vic-
tims whose cases have resulted in 
the filing of felony charges. In 
addition to assisting victims 
through the court process, the 
advocates help victims to protect 
themselves and their children and 
to obtain other support services. 
In 1995 the program provided 
services to 9,680 domestic-abuse 
victims, an increase of nine 
percent from 1994. Of those 
victims 4,973 were assisted 
through the criminal justice 
system in the District Court, and 
168 victims were assisted through 
the Superior Court in Providence 
County. Another 3,107 were 
assisted in obtaining restraining 
orders from the Family Court, 
and an additional 1,432 victims 
were assisted in obtaining 
restraining orders in the District 
Court. Since the inception of the 
Victim Advocacy Program, the 
Rhode Island 
Coalition Against 
Domestic 
Violence and its 
member agencies 
have provided 
comprehensive 
assistance to 
victims of 
domestic violence 
in nearly 50,000 
cases. 
Crime Victim 
Compensation 
The Crime Victim Compensa-
tion Program provides financial 
assistance to eligible victims of 
violent crime. Compensation 
may be awarded either to the 
victim or, in cases of homicide, 
to family members. Compensa-
tion is awarded to cover medical 
bills, funeral and burial expenses, 
pain and suffering, lost wages, 
and loss of support for depend-
ents. The program is supported 
by assessments levied against of-
fenders and by Federal Victims 
of Crime Act (VOCA) grant 
funds. Over $15.3 million have 
been awarded to crime victims 
since the program began operat-
ing in 1983. 
1 9 9 5 ANNUAL REPORT O N THE VIOLENT 
CRIMES INDEMNITY FUND 
(Pursuant to R.I.G.L. # 12-25-11) 
1995 
Fund balance as of October 1,1994 $59,401 
Amount of payments ordered to be 
paid to the fund during the year* 
$1,767,896 
Funds collected during the FFY 
(includes {448,000 Federal VOCA grant) 
$1,666,114 
Number of claims filed 314 
Number of claims adjudicated 250 
Number of claims awarded 163 
Number of claims denied 87 
Funds Disbursed $1,631,863 
*Federal fiscal year 10/1/94 to 9/50/95 
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1995 Report on the State Court Victim Services Unit 
Justice Assistance is a private, 
nonprofit organization that has 
operated Project Victim Services 
since 1985 under a state court 
contract. This project provides 
support, counseling, and advocacy 
for Rhode Island crime victims. 
Project Victim Services requests 
each victim to complete and return 
to Justice Assistance a victim-
impact 
statement, which records physical, 
financial, emotional, and/or other 
losses that have resulted from or 
reflect the impact of the criminal 
action. The statement becomes 
part of the court record and may 
be used to assess damages, restitu-
tion, fees, fines, or other terms of 
sentence. In addition, project vic-
tim services answers clients' 
questions, 
prepares them for court proceed-
ings, and provides them with 
practical as well as emotional as-
sistance. 
The program assisted 3,714 
crime victims in 1995. In addition 
to the court contract, justice assis-
tance receives financial support 
from the governor's justice com-
mission, the violent crimes 
indemnity fund, and private-sector 
contributions. 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Enrollment 
4,628 3,954 3,508 4,097 3,714 
Disposition Outcome 
Bench Warrant Issued 383 639 368 549 293 
Case Dismissed 125 100 97 96 83 
Entered Diversion Program 24 52 53 30 18 
Case Filed 79 30 12 13 4 
Case Filed With Restitution 496 183 3 3 453 
Guilty 8 1 0 5 0 
Not Guilty 8 0 0 2 0 
Nolo Contendere 1,557 1,272 1,239 1,483 1,403 
Case Passed For Thai 657 612 413 604 561 
Case Waived 48 57 70 43 26 
Pending 1,243 969 1,231 1,230 2,384 
Services Provided 
Case Status Notification 4,628 3,954 3,163 2,868 2,814 
Court Escort 126 282 203 354 206 
Crime Impact Statements 1,241 1,373 1,262 1,245 1,159 
Crisis Counseling 60 103 100 28 29 
Employer Intervention 0 0 2 2 0 
Referral Service 170 455 245 402 384 
Restitution Sen-ice 556 205 1 4 453 
System Orientation 4,628 3,954 2,293 2,895 2^61 
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Supreme 
Court 
1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Supreme Court Continues to Function 
with Only Four Justices 
This was the fourth year that 
the Supreme Court functioned 
with four, rather than five, jus-
tices. Despite this limitation, 
the court succeeded in increas-
ing dispositions by a small num-
ber compared to a year ago. 
Dispositions for 1995 totaled 
714, an increase of 9 from last 
year. There were 231 cases dis-
posed on the motion calendar in 
1995 — 33 more than a year 
ago. The number of full opin-
ions issued was also greater — 
122 as compared to 113. How-
ever, the increase in dispositions 
at these two stages was offset 
somewhat by a decline in the 
number disposed before argu-
ment on the motion calendar. A 
year ago 394 cases were disposed 
at this point, whereas this year 
Change in Docketed Cases 
End of the Year 
400 
300 
200 
100 
1991 
the total was 361. 
Despite the small increase, dis-
positions still fell below filings. 
Change in Pending Caseload 
End of the Year 
800 
600 
400 
200 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
All Cases 
1995 
There was a gap of 48 cases be-
tween the number docketed and 
the number disposed of this year 
(762 docketed and 714 disposed). 
As a result the pending caseload 
rose from 597 to 659. The two 
categories affected were civil ap-
peals and petitions for certiorari. 
Pending civil appeals climbed 
from 298 to 361, an increase of 
more than 20 percent, and 
pending petitions for certiorari 
went from 158 to 169. The 
other major categories, criminal 
appeals and "other," declined in 
number. Pending criminal ap-
peals decreased slightly, from 110 
to 106, and the cases categorized 
as "other" dropped from 31 to 
23. 
20 
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Change in Pending Caseload 
By Major Category 
The increase in caseload con-
tributed to a sharp rise in the 
number of cases pending at the 
prebriefing stage. The number 
of cases pending at this stage 
rose from 103 in 1994 to 133 in 
1995. Also, over a two-year pe-
riod the cases awaiting oral ar-
gument more than doubled. The 
number jumped from 37 to 83. 
This year new appeals showed a 
slight decline compared to 1994. 
Nineteen ninety-five saw 762 
cases docketed, and in 1994 new 
appeals totaled 776, a difference 
of 14 cases. Nevertheless, ap-
peals were still significantly 
higher than they were three and 
four years ago. The number 
docketed in 1991 was 703, and 
the number docketed in 1992 
was 681. Thus, despite a small 
decline in new appeals compared 
to last year, the Supreme Court is 
dealing with a caseload that is 8 
to 12 percent higher than it was 
in the recent past, and in com-
parison with ten years ago, the 
caseload has risen by 29 percent 
(new appeals totaled 591 in 
1985). 
A breakdown of docketed cases 
shows that new appeals were ac-
tually lower in only two of the 
four major categories, petitions 
by writ of certiorari and the 
catchall category "other." Peti-
tions by certiorari totaled 267 a 
year ago (a record high) and 
dropped this year to 239, a dif-
ference of 10.5 percent. The 
category "other" showed a nota-
ble difference in the number of 
o i 1 1 I I 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
mmm Criminal ^ m m Civil —mm Certiorari 
Change in Pending Caseload 
End of the Year 
600 
400 
1991 1992 
miscellaneous petitions filed. A 
year ago there was an influx of 
petitions (77), and this year the 
number filed dropped back to 
roughly what it has been in the 
past (46). On the other hand, 
there were 349 civil cases filed 
this year, whereas in 1994 the 
number filed was considerably 
lower, 292. The fourth category, 
criminal appeals, remained al-
most unchanged: there were 109 
criminal appeals filed this year 
and 114 filed a year ago. 
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John P. Bourcier Elected 
Supreme Court Justice 
With the election of Superior Court As-
sociate Justice John P. Bourcier to the Su-
preme Court on May 24, 1995, the court 
achieved its full complement of five sitting 
justices for the first time in almost three 
years. However, Justice Donald F. Shea's 
retirement a month later again reduced the 
court's membership to four. 
Justice Bourcier served in the United 
States Navy during World War II prior to 
attending college. He graduated from 
Brown University in 1950 and received his 
law degree from Vanderbilt University 
three years later. 
After almost 20 years in private practice 
with concentration as a trial attorney, in 
1974 Justice Bourcier was appointed an 
Associate Justice of the Rhode Island Su-
perior Court, where he served until his 
election to the appellate court. During his 
career in the trial court he earned a reputa-
tion as an adherent of strict sentencing 
guidelines. He was also the first judge as-
signed to an innovative judicial calendar 
that became known as the Gun Court 
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Court Program for Educators and 
the Public 
For the past six years the courts and the Rhode Is-
land Legal/Educational Partnership have sponsored 
week-long, summer seminars for educators and the 
public. The programs provide the participants with 
an opportunity to learn about the court system by 
observing court sessions and speaking with judges, 
attorneys, and other key individuals in the court sys-
tem. 
The 1995 summer institute included three separate 
programs. The first program provided a basic intro-
duction to the courts and the legal system. The sec-
ond went further, addressing the court system and 
such due-process issues as search and seizure and the 
rules of evidence. These two week-long programs are 
aimed at educators and in part focus on the teaching 
of law-related issues in the classroom. Participants in 
these programs are eligible to receive in-service cred-
its. The option also exists for a participant to take 
the seminars in conjunction with a course at Rhode 
Island College and receive graduate credit. 
The third session is a four-day program that meets 
for one-half day each day. This program is designed 
to provide the general public with an opportunity to 
learn about the court system. Approximately twenty-
five people attend each of the programs. 
Left to Right: Raymond Mitchell, Claudette Field of the R.I. Legal/ 
Educational Partnership and Steve King of the Administrative Office 
cooperate to continue a very successful program. 
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Judicial Education Commission Reports Full Compliance 
The Rhode Island Supreme 
Court Judicial Education 
Commission, chaired by the 
Honorable Joseph R. Weis-
berger, Chief Justice, steered 
a successful 1995 year of ju-
dicial education. Training all 
levels of the state judiciary 
and encompassing varied ar-
eas of law, the commission 
reported 100 percent com-
pliance with the man-
date for professional 
development set out in 
Article 6, Rule 3 of the 
RI Supreme Court 
Rules. 
Although the rule re-
quires judges to com-
plete ten hours of 
continuing judicial 
education, the average 
number of hours re-
ported by all judges 
was 33.39 hours. This 
trend of exceeding the 
number of hours 
mandated has been 
consistent since the 
passage of the rule in 
1993. This profes-
sional commitment was 
accomplished through a 
combination of attendance at 
in-house seminars and atten-
dance at outside programs 
on a state and national level. 
In-house sponsored pro-
grams included the Annual 
Judicial Conference held in 
conjunction with the Rhode 
Island Bar Association Annual 
Meeting on June 16, 1995. The Ju-
dicial Education Commission also 
jointly sponsored a Courts Under At-
tack conference with the American 
Bar Association and the Rhode Is-
land Bar Association. This program 
examined the role of the media in 
molding public perception about the 
legal system, as well as possible so-
lutions to current budget and case-
The new Roger Williams School of Law provides support in carrying 
out compliance with rules established to fulfill judicial education 
mandates. 
flow problems. The conference was 
held at Roger Williams University 
School of Law on October 27,1995. 
An Appellate Regional Conference 
funded under a grant from the State 
Justice Institute was held November 
16-18,1995. This program attracted 
appellate judges from Rhode Island, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, New 
Hampshire, and Maine. Some 
judges from the lower courts in 
Rhode Island were also guest 
participants. Boston College 
School Of Law and Brandeis 
University Department of Hu-
manities offered a literature and 
the law workshop that posed moral 
and philosophical questions il-
lustrated in prose. This aca-
demic round table provided a 
stimulating counterpoint 
to the balance of the day 
where appellate review 
processes were exam-
ined. 
Individual courts also 
conducted conferences. 
Some examples were The 
haw of Workers' Compen-
sation, Workers' Compensa-
tion College, the Family 
Court Annual Conference, a 
program on Adult Proba-
tion Services, and a Public 
Defender Seminar. 
On the national level, 
new judges participated 
in the in-depth judicial 
training programs of-
fered by the National Ju-
dicial College. Rhode Is-
land judges attended other na-
tional programs offered by the 
National Council of Juvenile 
and Family Court Judges, the 
Roscoe Pound Foundation-Yale 
Law School, the National Asso-
ciation of Women Judges, and 
the Flaschner Institute. 
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User-Friendly Committee Improves 
Signs and Information in Court Facilities 
Chief Justice Joseph R. Weis-
berger issued an administrative 
order on April 11,1994, estab-
lishing the User-Friendly Com-
mittee. According to the order, 
the committee is responsible for 
improving communication with 
the public. Its tasks include en-
hancing posted information in 
all the court facilities, addressing 
the special needs of non-
English-speaking litigants and 
witnesses, and ensuring that 
court employees respond effec-
tively and sensitively to all indi-
viduals. The committee is 
chaired by Justice Victoria 
Lederberg of the Supreme 
Court and includes judges and 
support staff from each court. 
During its first year the User-
Friendly Committee identified 
three primary areas of con-
cern: (1) communication (2) 
employee training and (3) the 
physical plant. Subcommit-
tees were formed to address 
each area, and the recom-
mendations of the three sub-
committees were included in 
the first annual report of the 
User-Friendly Committee 
submitted in March 1995. 
In the second year of ac-
tivity the committee focused 
on implementing these rec-
ommendations. One of the 
primary areas targeted for 
improvement was communi-
cation with court users. One spe-
cific proposal was to have individu-
als who are bilingual available at all 
courthouses to facilitate the provi-
sion of information. This recom-
mendation is being implemented at 
the Garrahy Judicial Complex, the 
busiest courthouse in the state. The 
funds will be provided by the Gov-
ernor's Justice Commission, and the 
program will begin in February 
1996. 
A second priority was providing 
signs and easily understood direc-
tions on each floor of every court-
house. Taking advantage of bond 
money available to provide signage 
for handicapped persons in all state 
buildings, the committee has in-
ventoried and ordered signs for 
each court facility. 
A third targeted area involved 
communication with court em-
ployees and the public about the 
performance of each court. The 
committee conducted a work-
shop at the annual meeting of 
the Rhode Island Bar Associa-
tion that attracted over 200 par-
ticipants and was well received. 
The committee also distributed 
surveys to members of the bar, 
soliciting reports from attorneys 
on the treatment they receive 
from court personnel as well as 
their perceptions of waiting time 
and delays in decisions. The 
survey results were distributed 
to the chief judges of all courts. 
In addition, the committee will 
review the results and use them 
as the basis for setting its pri-
orities for 1996. 
Developing a strategy to implement recommendations of the User-Friendly Committee are 
Justice Victoria Lederberg (seated), Susan McCalmont and Robert E. Johnson. 
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A Committee on Civility 
and Professionalism is 
Appointed 
Women in the Courts Committee 
Addresses Clients' Rights 
Chief Justice Joseph R. Weisberger 
The past decade has seen an in-
crease in complaints from members 
of the bench, the bar, and the public 
about deteriorating professionalism 
among legal practitioners. To re-
spond to this concern, Chief Justice 
Joseph R. Weisberger appointed a 
committee in September 1995 to 
formulate standards and establish as-
pirational goals that will promote 
professional conduct within the judi-
cial system. These standards will ad-
dress the obligations of attorneys in 
dealing with clients, the court, and 
the public. They will also address the 
obligations of judges to attorneys, 
litigants, witnesses, and to one an-
other. The committee is chaired by 
Chief Justice Weisberger and includes 
members of both the bar and the 
bench, as well as representatives of 
academia and the public. The com-
mittee plans to complete its work by 
the spring of 1996. 
Chief Justice Joseph R. 
Weisberger gave permanent 
status to the Supreme Court's 
Advisory Committee on 
Women in the Courts by Ex-
ecutive Order No. 93-03 is-
sued on September 30, 1993. 
The committee has been in 
existence since 1984 and has 
made great strides in elimi-
nating gender bias in the Judi-
ciary. The committee 
membership includes judges, 
members of the bar, and rep-
resentatives of the public. 
The current chair is Associate 
Justice Francis J. Darigan, Jr., 
of the Superior Court 
The committee's primary 
focus during 1995 was devel-
oping a client's bill of rights. 
This project was proposed to 
the committee by two legis-
lators who cited the numerous 
complaints they receive from 
female constituents about at-
torney-billing practices and 
other problems. The legisla-
tors provided the committee 
with a package of court rules 
enacted in New York ad-
dressing the conduct of di-
vorce lawyers and asked the 
committee to look 
into the adoption of 
comparable rules for 
Rhode Island. 
The committee 
discussed this pro-
posal with the Fam-
ily Court Bench/Bar 
Committee, the Su-
preme Court Disci-
plinary Counsel, and 
representatives of 
the Bar Association. 
All favored devel-
oping a client's bill 
of rights but felt that 
it should apply to all 
areas of practice and 
not be limited to di-
vorce lawyers. As a 
result the Bar Asso-
ciation and the Ad-
visory Committee 
formed a joint sub-
committee that is 
currently drafting a 
proposed client's bill 
of rights for Rhode 
Island. The com-
mittee is relying on 
samples from other 
jurisdictions and an-
ticipates bringing 
this effort to com-
pletion in the spring 
of 1996. 
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Court Assumes Responsibility for 
Operation of Its Facilities 
Under the same plan the wall 
finishes and carpeting will be 
replaced in the Garrahy Judicial 
Complex. The plan also in-
cludes other improvements to 
the Garrahy facility, including 
renovating the entrances; up-
grading the cellblock; modifying 
the heating, ventilation, and air-
conditioning systems; and over-
hauling the elevator system. 
Other court buildings are 
scheduled for minor interior and 
exterior refurbishment 
view all existing service con-
tracts to ensure that the 
highest quality of service is 
being provided, particularly 
in regard to building mainte-
nance. At present, all re-
written maintenance 
contracts provide appropri-
ate levels of cleaning at every 
site. These new contracts 
will go into effect in July 
1996. 
A second priority has been 
to address the problem of 
badly needed exterior main-
tenance and repair. During 
1995-1996 the court will 
spend $150,000 on basic 
maintenance and repair. 
Legislation passed during 
the 1995 session of the Gen-
eral Assembly shifting op-
erational responsibility for all 
court facilities from the Ex-
ecutive to the Judiciary. As a 
result the Administrative Of-
fice of State Courts now 
oversees all daily operations 
for 526,000 square feet of 
court space statewide. 
Now that the court has ju-
risdiction over its facilities, 
one priority has been to re-
in response to a pressing need, a 
Capital Development Plan has been 
submitted for the programming, 
design, and construction of a new 
judicial complex to replace the 
James H. Leighton Building (Kent 
County Courthouse). Repairs to the 
functionally outmoded facility have 
merely delayed its long overdue re-
placement and are not considered 
to be an effective use of limited Ju-
dicial Department financial re-
sources. 
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Johnson, (r) and building superintendents Garry Sherman (I) and William Johnston (c). 
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New furniture, lighting 
and carpeting are some 
of the more visible 
renovations to the law 
library. 
Law Library Improves Services 
Furniture that had been in 
use for more than 60 years in 
the State Law Library was 
replaced this year, complet-
ing physical renovations that 
have been in progress since 
1985. The heating, ventila-
tion, and air-conditioning 
systems were rehabilitated in 
previous years. The new 
furnishings have expanded 
the seating capacity in the li-
brary from 56 to 101, an increase 
of more that 75 percent. 
Progress on the technological 
front continued as several new 
computers, CD-ROM towers, and 
a variety of databases in the CD-
Rom format were installed. The 
Bernan DESKLIST was also ac-
quired. This computer software-
program provides automated 
access to the library's United States 
government document collection 
by tide, subject, and superin-
tendent of documents classifi-
cation number. 
The library also increased its 
access to the Internet and be-
gan exploring the offerings of a 
number of law-related web 
sites operated by several well-
known law schools. These 
web sites provide more con-
venient and more timely access 
to recent federal and state 
court decisions and statutes 
than that provided by either 
printed or CD-ROM sources. 
The substantial charges associ-
ated with a commercial on-line 
service are also eliminated. 
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The Employee Relations Office 
Workload Increases 
Legislation that passed in the 
1995 legislative session trans-
ferred responsibility for court-
house maintenance to the 
Judiciary and also moved 16 po-
sitions from the Department of 
Administration to the courts. 
This most recent amendment in a 
series of statutory amendments 
over the last four years have 
transferred over 180 positions 
from other state agencies to the 
Judiciary. Although layoffs and 
restrictions on filling vacant po-
sitions have reduced the number 
of existing court positions during 
this period, these transfers 
caused a net increase in the judi-
cial payroll of over 35 percent. 
These transfers 
have significantly 
increased the 
number of per-
sonnel and pay-
roll actions 
processed by the 
Employee Rela-
tions Office. In 
addition, the 
majority of the 
transferred posi-
tions are in the 
classified service 
and are therefore 
subject to differ-
ent appointment, 
status, and leave 
procedures than 
those of other 
court employees. Almost all 
other judicial employees are in 
the unclassified service. There 
are also four additional bargain-
ing units and contracts for these 
new positions. 
Although there has been no in-
crease in the size of the four-
member staff of the Employee 
Relations Office, the office has 
had to deal with the increase in 
employees by streamlining pro-
cedures. To provide consistent 
service to each of the six courts, 
prime responsibility for person-
nel and payroll actions for each 
court has been given to a single 
staff member. Since it is hard to 
know every one of the 700 judi-
cial employees, this specialization 
allows staff members to become 
familiar with the employees of a 
court and their special needs, as 
well as the individual organiza-
tion and procedures of that 
court. It also allows the admini-
stration in each court to rely on 
the services of someone who 
knows their special personnel 
projects and problems and can 
follow through with all the steps 
needed to achieve the desired 
objectives and solutions. Of 
course, all staff members are 
ready and qualified to work with 
the employees of all courts and 
often help out when special proj-
ects in other courts require it or 
Sharing increased responsibilities are (l-r) Human Resources Administrator William A. Melone, 
Susan Toppi Butler, Linda Bonaccorsi and Linda Litchfield. 
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when another staff member is on 
leave. 
The Employee Relations Office 
has also responded to some or-
ganizational changes outside the 
Judiciary. More budget-planning 
and administrative functions 
have been decentralized and are 
now the responsibility of the 
various departments instead of 
the State Budget Office. As a re-
sult, the Employee Relations Of-
fice now uses the Sabre 
computerized budget system to 
enter and revise judicial budget 
requests and allocations and to 
submit budget requests in elec-
tronic form. It was also neces-
sary to design and maintain a 
personnel roster and an expense 
database using Lotus 123. This 
database is used to prepare a per-
sonnel supplement spreadsheet 
both for the judicial budget and 
for monitoring proposed, passed, 
and revised allocations. The pro-
gram also produces reports on 
the fiscal impact of proposed and 
mandated policy and program 
changes for individual courts and 
for the whole Judiciary. Another 
Lotus 123 spreadsheet program 
was developed to monitor and 
project annual payroll expenses 
using each biweekly payroll. 
Changes in federal and state 
tax-accounting procedures have 
required this office to place some 
payments previously made by 
voucher on our payrolls. These 
payments include some court re-
porter transcript fees, some at-
torney fees for indigent defense 
and, some arbitrator fees all of 
which account for about 40 ad-
ditional checks each pay period. 
In another change resulting from 
amended legislation, the respon-
sibility for retired judge's and 
surviving spouse's payrolls was 
transferred from the Retirement 
System to the Judiciary. 
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Court's Word-Processing System 
Has Major Upgrade 
The court's information and 
management systems unit 
(RIJSS) completed its first major 
improvement in over 15 years to 
the Supreme Court's word-
processing capability. State-of-
the -art network servers were in-
stalled in the Licht and Fogarty 
Judicial Complexes, and system 
terminals were replaced by per-
sonal computers. Also each Su-
preme Court justice now has his 
or her own printer, thus im-
proving security of opinions 
prior to their being issued. The 
new system gives users the flexi-
bility either to store information 
on a dedicated PC or to share 
documents with other users on a 
systems drive. Confidentiality is 
protected in either mode. Addi-
tionally, the new system provides 
each user with the following ca-
pabilities: 
• Spreadsheets 
• Electronic mail 
• Graphics 
• Desktop publishing 
• Database 
The installation required the 
complete rewiring of the seventh 
and eighth floors of the Licht 
building with fiber-optic cable. 
The new wiring will allow future 
system enhancements such as 
imaging. 
The unit's personnel also com-
pleted a major programming 
conversion initiated a year earlier 
in the Family Court. The project 
involved a restructuring and 
overhaul of the juvenile report 
programs and calendars. These 
improvements will provide 
greater accuracy, and reliability 
and availability to system data. 
Reports can now be produced 
automatically on a pre-
determined schedule, thus saving 
numerous hours of personnel 
time. 
In addition, a major industry 
problem has been addressed by 
RIJSS staff concerning pro-
gramming future dates as we ap-
proach the turn of the century. 
Traditionally the year, month, 
and day have been stored in 
computers as "960712," with the 
first two digits representing the 
year. As the year 2000 ap-
proaches, all programming will 
have to be changed to accept the 
year indicator in four digits in or-
der to differentiate the old and 
the new centuries. Each system 
has to be modified to accept this 
important modification. 
D E P U T Y D I R E C T O R N A M E D 
Dennis E. Morgan 
In April Dennis Morgan joined 
the RIJSS staff as deputy director 
for system planning and devel-
opment. Dennis had served for 
many years as the Superior 
Court's liaison to RIJSS and 
brings a great deal of court and 
systems-user experience to his 
new position. He will now be 
able to assist all courts as they 
move into new systems prepared 
to accommodate the future. 
Dennis holds a Master of Arts in 
public administration and is a 
graduate fellow of the Institute 
for Court Management. 
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Superior Court Continues to Reduce 
Civil Trial Caseload 
A total of 16,215 cases, cover-
ing both civil and criminal 
matters, was filed in the Superior 
Court in 1995 and represents an 
increase of 560 cases over 1994. 
Felony filings rose 6 percent 
statewide from last year (from 
5,682 to 6,045) and reached the 
highest level in six years. Mis-
demeanor appeals increased a 
dramatic 41 percent (from 521 to 
734), the highest level in three 
years. The increase in misde-
meanor appeals was primarily 
due to an influx of cases in 
Washington County (236), where 
the number filed jumped 337 
percent compared to 
1994 (54). 
Felony dispositions 
decreased by 5 percent 
(from 5,856 to 5,570), 5,000 
and more felonies were 
filed (6,045) statewide 
than were disposed of 4,000 
(5,570) for the first time 
in four years. The dis- G QQQ 
position rate for felonies 
was 94 percent in Provi-
dence County, 92 2,000 
percent in Newport 
County, and 91 percent 
in Washington County. 
Kent County had the 
lowest rate at 83 percent. Q 
The Rhode Island Superior 
Court ranks third in the nation in 
its "felony clearance rate," that is, 
the number of felony cases dis-
posed of compared to the 
number filed in Superior Court. 
This figure gains in significance 
when one considers that the 
court seats one of the lowest 
number of judges per capita in 
the nation. 
Misdemeanor dispositions were 
up 33 percent (from 526 to 698). 
Nevertheless, more misdemeanor 
appeals were filed (734) than 
were disposed of (698) for the 
first time in four years. 
The total number of felonies 
pending at the end of the year 
was 2,050. Of this number, there 
were 857 cases or 42 percent, 
which were over 180 days old. 
This was one of the smallest 
numbers exceeding 180 days 
since 1989. 
Civil dispositions totaled 3,043 
and exceeded the number of 
cases assigned to the trial calen-
dar (2,826) for the third 
consecutive year. Furthermore, 
the number of pending cases de-
clined for the sixth year in a row, 
and the assigned civil-case in-
ventory of 4,469 at the close of 
Civil Trial Calendar Pending Caseload 
End of the Year 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
• Providence • Out-Counties 
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Pending Felony Caseload 
End of the Year 
the year was the lowest 
since 1980. The average 
time from the filing of a 
civil case to the time it 
went to trial has been 
greatly reduced In 
1990 approximately five 
years passed between 
filing to trial; now in 
Providence County 
elapsed time is less than 
two years. 
All Cases • >180 Days 
RHODE ISLAND SUPERIOR COURT CASELOAD 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Felony Filings 
Providence/Bristol 4,114 4,149 4,274 4,175 4,378 
Kent 886 857 757 772 863 
Newport 279 334 384 412 395 
Washington 386 424 357 323 409 
Total 5,665 5,764 5,772 5,682 6,045 
Misdemeanor Filings 
Providence/Bristol 343 312 303 261 268 
Kent 118 310 118 116 97 
Newport 59 57 74 90 133 
Washington 48 61 41 60 236 
Total 568 740 536 527 734 
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Court-Annexed Arbitration Continues 
to Impact the Civil Caseload 
For the second consecutive For the mediation program, 
year the Superior Court Arbi- Presiding Justice Joseph F. 
tration Office handled both Rodgers, Jr. appointed Associ-
the court-annexed arbitration ate Justice Alice B. Gibney to 
and mediation programs. direct the Superior Court's two 
During 1995 1,365 cases settlement weeks. The first 
were certified to court- settlement week was held in 
annexed arbitration statewide. Washington County in Octo-
As a result, 931 arbitration ber, and the second was held in 
awards were filed, and over Providence from December 11 
600 cases were disposed. The through 15. The Arbitration 
program collected nearly Office processed the 776 cases 
$350,000 in arbitration fees, that were handled in those two 
which funds were used to weeks. The mediation pro-
compensate arbitrators for gram was again very successful 
their time. There are cur- in alleviating the civil-case 
rently 375 attorneys who have backlog. A total of 428 cases 
been qualified by the presid- was disposed of by the 67 at-
ing justice to serve as torneys who volunteered their 
arbitrators. time to serve as mediators. 
Associate Justice Alice Bridget Gibney Arbitration Administrator Kathleen 
Maher McKendall. Esq. 
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Frank J. Williams 
Appointed Superior Court 
Associate Justice 
Associate Justice Frank J. Williams 
In December 1995 Frank J. 
Williams was appointed as an as-
sociate justice of the Rhode 
Island Superior Court. 
Justice Williams is a 1962 
graduate of Boston University 
and received his doctor of laws in 
1970. He served as a captain in 
the United States Army from 
1962 to 1967 and was awarded 
several combat medals following 
a tour of duty in Vietnam. He 
earned a master's degree in taxa-
tion from Bryant College in 1986. 
Justice Williams's avocation 
since boyhood has been the 
study of the life of Abraham Lin-
coln, and he is considered to be 
an authority on the life of our 
16th President. He has coedited 
two books on Lincoln's leader-
ship style and is currently writing 
a book on Lincoln's early years as 
a lawyer. 
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Superior Court Benefits From 
Judicial Evaluation Program Court Uses Latest Technology 
Presiding Justice Joseph F. 
Rodgers, Jr. initiated the first judi-
cial-evaluation program for the 
Superior Court in April 1992. 
Since then the court has received 
over 10,000 evaluations from ju-
rors and attorneys. This program 
has allowed the court to deter-
mine the strengths and 
weaknesses of its judiciary on the 
basis of perceptions of both ac-
tive participants in the court 
process and neutral observers. 
The state received fed-
eral moneys in 1995 for 
the implementation of 
video conferencing in the 
Superior Court. This new 
technology will be used to 
obtain remote testimony 
from child victims and 
also from victims of 
abuse. Across the coun-
try, the use of two-way, 
simultaneous audio-video 
communication has 
greatly improved the 
court's ability to obtain 
this type of testimony ef-
fectively. A videotaped 
copy of the conference 
can be made, and any tes-
timony taken will be 
transcribed in the same 
manner as if it were taken 
from a witness present in 
the courtroom. The 
video-conferencing sys-
tem is expected to be fully 
operational during the 
1996 fall term of the 
court. 
In the future the system 
will also be used to con-
duct video arraignments, 
which will be achieved 
through the installation of 
a video link between the 
courthouse and the 
prison. This process will 
eliminate the need for de-
fendant's being held at 
the Adult Correctional 
Institutions to be present 
in courtroom, thereby 
promoting greater safety 
for those who use the 
courthouse. Substantial 
savings may also be real-
ized through reduced 
inmate-transportation 
costs from the prison to 
the courthouse. 
Associate Justice John F. Sheehan 
Justice Rodgers has also ap-
pointed a committee, chaired by 
Associate Justice John F. Sheehan, 
to correct any shortcomings in the 
judicial-performance evaluation 
program and to continue to en-
hance court operations. 
35 
1 9 9 5 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rules of Civil 
Procedure Revised 
Open Meetings Law Violation 
Cases Expedited 
The Superior Court Rules 
of Civil Procedure were sig-
nificantly modified in 1995 
with approval of die Su-
preme Court. One 
important change is that the 
new rules allow a civil ac-
tion to be initiated through 
delivery of a summons and 
complaint by any person 
aged 18 or older who is not 
a party to the action, rather 
than by a constable or a 
sheriff only. 
Another change is the new 
requirement that the parties 
submit a written objection 
to any proposed written or-
der of the court; otherwise 
the order will enter. The 
new rules also eliminate the 
necessity of stating a spe-
cific amount of damages in 
a complaint. The pleading 
may simply claim an 
amount sufficient to come 
within the jurisdiction of 
the Superior Court. 
In addition, the Rules of 
Practice before the Superior 
Court were codified this 
year. This published form 
of the rules allows for more 
effective compliance. 
Under Administrative Order 
No. 95-9, Presiding Justice Jo-
seph F. Rodgers, Jr., has 
mandated that all open-
meetings-law-violation cases go 
to trial within 100 days after an 
answer has been filed. This or-
der greatly expedites the 
handling of these cases because 
they would otherwise join the 
regular queue of cases pending 
on the civil-trial calendar. 
The open-meetings statute, 
chapter 46, tide 42, Rhode Is-
land General Laws, provides 
that "public business be per-
formed in an open and public 
manner and that the citizens be 
advised of and aware of the per-
formance of public officials and 
the deliberations and deci-
sions that go into the making 
of public policy." Accord-
ingly "every meeting of all 
public bodies shall be open 
to the public unless closed 
pursuant to Sections 42-46-4 
and 42-46-5" (R.I.G.L. § 42-
46-3). Upon a citizen's 
seeking redress for violations 
of this statute, a complaint 
may be filed in the Superior 
Court against the public 
body. 
The accelerated assignment 
of these causes of action ac-
complishes the stated 
purpose and intent of the 
Legislature in creating a rem-
edy for violations of this law. 
Presiding Justice Joseph F. Rodgers, Jr. 
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One Day/ One Trial Program 
Saves Time and Money 
The one day/one trial jury-
service program was first 
implemented in 1992 in 
Washington County and was 
expanded to Newport 
County in 1994. Under the 
one day/one trial program 
petit jurors serve either for 
one day or for the duration 
of one trial. Prospective ju-
rors who are not selected to 
sit on a jury are dismissed at 
the end of their first day in-
stead of waiting to serve for 
two weeks. The program has 
proven to be very successful 
in these two counties where 
the number and the length of 
jury trials tend to be lowest 
The one day/one trial pro-
gram eases the burden of jury 
service on individuals selected 
for jury duty. Employers bene-
fit as well since their employees 
are able to fulfill their civic ob-
ligation with a minimum of 
time out from work. 
In addition to easing the bur-
den on individuals and 
employers, the one day/one trial 
program has resulted in a cost 
savings to the court. This pro-
gram has reduced the cost of 
jury service by approximately 
$20,000 annually in each of the 
two counties in which it has 
been introduced. 
Jury Commissioner Joseph V. Conley (I) and Assistant Jury 
Commissioner Henry J . Vivier 
Collections of Fines 
and Costs Increases 
by 28 Percent 
The Office of the Chief Supervi-
sory Clerk assumed responsibility 
for the collection of Superior 
Court fines and costs on July 1, 
1994. During the following 18 
months, the funds collected rose 
by 28 percent, from approximately 
$1.4 million to over $1.8 million. 
The increase is attributed to the 
implementation of new proce-
dures that included establishing 
payment schedules at the time of 
disposition, holding hearings for 
older cases that had never been 
assigned a payment schedule, ex-
pedited scheduling of defendants 
who did not keep appointments 
with hearing officers, and the set-
ting of cash bail for those who 
habitually fail to make payments as 
ordered. 
Further improvements were 
achieved through the enhance-
ment of computer capabilities in 
March 1995. These enabled the 
Superior Court clerk's office to 
monitor probation dates more ef-
fectively and better to enforce the 
terms and conditions of a defen-
dant's probation. 
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Gun Court Draws National Attention 
The Rhode Island Gun Court, 
established through legislation 
passed during the 1994 session of 
the General Assembly, has han-
dled 313 cases since its inception 
on September 12, 1994. As of 
April 30,1996, a total of 303 
cases have been disposed, a 97 
percent disposition rate. 
During this 19-month period, 
the program has dramatically re-
duced the time required to 
dispose of a gun case. Prior to 
the establishment of the Gun 
Court, the average time from fil-
ing to resolution of the matter 
was 518 days, or nearly a year and 
a half. Today the average time to 
disposition is 127 days, just over 
four months. 
This marked improvement in 
gun-case processing has gener-
ated many inquiries from across 
the nation. Those looking at this 
fast-track, single-jurisdiction 
court with a view toward setting 
up similar programs include Cali-
fornia, Massachusetts, Alaska, 
New York, Texas, Maryland, 
South Carolina, Missouri, Penn-
sylvania, and the Domestic Policy 
Council at the White House. 
Not only have gun cases pro-
ceeded to swifter conclusion but 
more serious sentences have 
been imposed. During the first 
months of the Gun Court the 
program achieved a conviction 
rate of 75 percent compared with 
a 67 percent rate during a similar 
period the year before. Moreo-
ver, jail terms were imposed in 47 
percent of the sentences handed 
down by the Gun Court judge 
compared to a 25 percent rate 
the year before. In addition, the 
time to serve exceeded two years 
30 percent of the time during the 
first year of the court's operation 
whereas only 10 percent of the 
defendants from a sampling of 
gun offenses sentenced during 
the previous year received the 
same kind of jail time. 
Associate Justice Robert D. Krause 
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Family Court Cuts into Juvenile and 
Domestic Case Backlog 
Pending Contested Divorce Caseload 
Out-Counties 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
m m All Cases m^m > 180 Days w >360 Days 
This year the Family 
Court disposed of more 
juvenile cases than were 
filed in all four counties. 
The total number of juve-
nile cases disposed of 
courtwide was 8,504, 
which was 107 percent of 
filings. As a result the 
court reduced the number 
of wayward/delinquent 
cases pending at the trial 
stage in Providence, New-
port, and Washington 
Counties and made re-
ductions in the cases over 
90 days old in all four 
counties. In Providence 
County the number of 
wayward/delinquent cases 
pending trial dropped 20 
percent (from 713 to 567) 
compared to 1994. In 
Newport the number de-
clined 36 percent (from 72 
down to 46), and in Washington 
County it fell 22 percent (from 
109 to 85). A year ago the back-
log of wayward/delinquent cases 
was almost 65 percent of the to-
tal number pending trial. At the 
end of this year it was reduced to 
50 percent courtwide, and in 
Kent County it was down to 27 
percent (23 out of 84 cases 
pending trial). 
Because of the Family Court's 
efforts to eliminate the older 
wayward/delinquent cases, there 
was a sharp rise this year in the 
average time to disposition. The 
average climbed to 150.6 days, up 
from 113.7 in 1994. Over the 
five-year period the average has 
expanded by 53.3 days. 
The Family Court also made in-
roads this year into reducing the 
backlog of contested divorce 
cases. Courtwide there were 7 
contested divorce cases pending 
more than a year at the end of 
December whereas a year ago the 
number stood at 15. The differ-
ence was due to the efforts in 
Providence County, where the 
number pending over a year was 
reduced from 8 to 3, and to 
Newport County, where the 
number pending dropped from 4 
to 1. Moreover, Kent County 
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Pending Contested Divorce Caseload 
Out-Counties 
ended 1995 with no contested 
divorce cases over a year old. 
The Family Court also made 
strides in reducing the number of 
contested-divorce cases over 180 
days old. A year ago there were 
93 cases pending in this category, 
and at the end of this year the 
number was reduced to 34. In 
Providence County the number 
pending dropped from 59 to 19, 
in Kent County it was reduced 
from 8 to 3, in Washington it 
went from 16 down to 9, and in 
Newport County it dropped 
from 10 to 3. 
Family Court filings for 1995 
were just about level with the 
year before. Filings courtwide 
totaled 24,309, roughly 2 percent 
less than the number filed in 
1994 (24,755). However, over 
the past five years filings have 
increased significantly. In com-
parison there were 21,191 cases 
filed in 1991. Thus in five years 
the workload expanded 15 per-
cent. 
In addition, there were wide 
variations in filings by category. 
The greatest area of growth 
comprised petitions for termina-
tion of parental rights, which 
increased more than 21/2 times 
compared to 1991. There were 
also significant increases in two 
other areas. Way-
ward/delinquent filings rose by 
35 percent, and neglect/abuse 
petitions climbed by 12 percent. 
On the other hand, child-support 
petitions, which tend to fluctuate 
from year to year, declined by 19 
percent. 
Wayward/Delinquent Cases Over 90 Days Old 
End of the Year 
41 
Providence Out-Counties 
1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Assessment Completed: Implementation 
of Recommendations Undertaken 
During 1995 the National 
Center for State Courts con-
ducted a comprehensive 
assessment of the Family 
Court. The assessment in-
cluded an analysis of case-
scheduling and court-
calendaring procedures, an as-
sessment of the available 
personnel resources and an 
evaluation of the current man-
agement-information system. 
The staff from the National 
Center spent approximately 40 
days in Rhode Island inter-
viewing judges, court staff, 
attorneys, social workers, law 
enforcement officers, school 
personnel, social workers, and 
Other professionals who are Family Court Chief Judge Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr., (I) and Court Administrator George N. 
DiMuro review National Center assessment 
affected by the operation of 
would not require additional re-
sources. Despite this charge, the 
National Center found that addi-
tional court staff is needed. The 
assessment also questions if ade-
quate staffing exists in the Office 
of the Public Defender and the 
Department of Children, Youth 
and Families to support the cal-
endaring changes that are 
recommended. The National 
Center also identified the need 
for additional computer terminals 
and personal computers, as well 
as the necessity of modifying or 
the court. In addition, the as-
sessment included a review of 
court statistics and legislation 
that has an impact on the court. 
In September 1995 the Na-
tional Center submitted the final 
report to Supreme Court Chief 
Justice Joseph R. Weisberger and 
Family Court Chief Judge Jere-
miah S. Jeremiah, Jr. The report 
stresses that there are many 
things that the Family Court does 
well. Unfortunately, increased 
case filings and new federal and 
state mandates have expanded 
the court's responsibilities in a 
number of areas, such as child 
protective cases, domestic-
violence matters, and child-
support collection. On the basis 
of these increased case filings and 
expanded responsibilities, the as-
sessment recommends that the 
court implement new case-
processing and case-management 
strategies and develop time stan-
dards for each event in the 
handling of a case. 
The National Center was asked 
to make recommendations that 
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Deputy 
Administrator Tony 
Panichas (seated) 
outlines plans to 
implement 
recommendations 
contained in court 
assessment with 
Court 
Administrator 
George N. DiMuro. 
developing new software to 
streamline case processing and 
to provide the court with the 
ability to manage cases more ef-
fectively. 
The Chief Judge and the Chief 
Justice agreed to work with the 
Legislature and the Executive 
Department to obtain the addi-
tional resources. Even though 
the resource issue is unresolved, 
Chief Judge Jeremiah has begun 
numerous initiatives to imple-
ment the recommendations 
contained in the assessment. 
Staff from the National Center 
met with the judges and dis-
cussed the assessment at the 
annual Family Court Judges' 
Conference. After this presenta-
tion, the judges indicated their 
support for the assessment and 
the recommendations. In De-
cember 1995 the court sponsored 
a two-day caseflow-management 
seminar for judges and court 
staff. The National Center con-
ducted this seminar, which was 
supported by federal and state 
funds. 
On the basis of recommenda-
tions in the assessment, the Chief 
Judge established several com-
mittees to develop strategies and 
time standards to improve case 
processing and case management. 
Family Court Associate Justice 
Haiganush R. Bedrosian chairs 
the committee reviewing recom-
mendations that pertain to child 
protective cases; Associate Justice 
Raymond E. Shawcross chairs 
the committee reviewing the 
handling of wayward and delin-
quent filings; and the Chief Judge 
chairs the committee addressing 
recommendations that pertain to 
domestic relations cases. In ad-
dition, Family Court 
Administrator George N. Di-
Muro chairs a committee 
reviewing the processing of all 
cases in the juvenile court clerk's 
office in an effort to streamline 
this process. The committees 
should report their findings to 
the Chief Judge in mid-1996. 
The assessment was supported 
by state funds allocated by the 
Supreme Court, the General As-
sembly, and the Executive 
Department, as well as federal 
funds from the Governor's Jus-
tice Commission. In addition to 
providing the court with a plan 
for the future, the section of the 
assessment that pertains to the 
handling of child-protective cases 
qualifies the court to receive sec-
ond-year federal funds under the 
federal Family Preservation and 
Support Act: Grants for State 
Courts (see related story). 
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Court Studying New Domestic-Relations 
Case-Processing System 
In September 1995 
the National Center 
for State Courts issued 
its final report as part 
of the assessment of 
the Family Court (see 
related story). The re-
port included 
recommendations for 
improving the court's 
handling of domes tic-
relations cases, and in 
October Chief Judge 
Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, 
Jr., established the 
Family Court 
Bench/Bar Liaison 
Committee to assist in 
implementing the Na-
tional Center's recommendations. 
The Chief Judge chairs this 
committee, and the members 
represent the Family Court, the 
Family Court Bench/Bar Com-
mittee, and the Administrative 
Office of State Courts. 
The National Center's report 
suggested that the court institute 
a caseflow model for divorce 
cases incorporating differential 
case-management and time stan-
dards for disposing of cases. The 
committee reviewed these rec-
ommendations and is working to 
implement a two-track differenti-
ated case management process, 
Examining data entry fields of the new domestic case processing system are l-r Valerie Mancuso, 
Candace Saugy and Caroline D'Aiello. 
with one track for nominal cases 
and the other for contested cases. 
Initial discussions propose that 
the plaintiffs attorney or pro se 
plaintiff designate a track at the 
time of filing. 
The committee also is consid-
ering time standards for each 
event in the process. Under con-
sideration is an eleven-week time 
frame between filing and a hear-
ing on the merits for the nominal 
track and a fifteen-week time 
frame between filing and the first 
hearing for cases on the con-
tested track. This initial hearing 
will be a case-management con-
ference with the judge who will 
try the case and will provide an 
opportunity for the parties to re-
solve the case, if an agreement 
can be reached. It will also allow 
the court to take control of the 
case by determining the issues 
being contested, establishing 
dates for discovery to be com-
pleted, and setting certain dates 
for pretrial and trial. A case-
management order will result 
from this conference. The 
committee is considering setting 
the pretrial seventeen weeks after 
the case-management conference 
and the trial within three weeks 
of the pretrial. 
The Chief Judge would like to 
implement this two-track system 
by mid-1996. 
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Court-Annexed Divorce Mediation 
Initiated in Family Court 
Going through a divorce can be 
time consuming, costly, and 
emotionally devastating. To 
minimize the trauma and the ex-
pense, the Family Court has 
established a Divorce Mediation 
Program to promote an alterna-
tive to divorce litigation. Studies 
have shown that mediation can 
save court and attorney costs and 
provide greater satisfaction to the 
parties by assisting them in 
reaching a self-determined reso-
lution to their divorce issues. 
Chief Judge Jeremiah S. Jere-
miah, Jr., established a committee 
early in 1994 to make mediation 
more widely available to divorc-
ing parties. The committee 
included members of the Bar As-
sociation's Committee on 
Alternative Dispute Resolution 
(ADR) and the ADR Subcom-
mittee of the Family Court 
Bench/Bar Committee. This 
committee developed the rules 
and procedures governing the 
program, including the qualifica-
tions for court-approved 
mediators. 
The program was initiated by 
an administrative order issued by 
the Chief Judge in November 
1994. The Chief Judge named an 
Admissions Committee to over-
see the list of court-approved 
mediators and established an Ad-
visory Committee to monitor the 
success of the mediation pro-
gram. The Admissions 
Committee began accepting ap-
plications in December for the 
first list of court-approved me-
diators. The requirements for 
mediators include a law degree or 
a master's degree or doctorate in 
psychology, social work, coun-
seling, or other related area. Also 
mediators must have completed 
40 hours of basic divorce-
mediation training or have ful-
filled other requirements. 
The mediation program for-
mally began in February 1995 
with the publication of the first 
list of approved mediators. To 
encourage the use of this alterna-
tive, the court sends divorcing 
parties a brochure that explains 
the benefits of mediation, which 
also includes the list of approved 
mediators and a brochure on a 
parenting-during-divorce educa-
tion program. 
Assigned to the Divorce Mediation Program are Family Court staff members (l-r) 
Rhonda Salome, Anna Vargas and Elaine Wood 
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Juvenile Services Department Assists the 
Truancy Task Force 
Juvenile Service Unit members (l-r) Nancy Fagan, Lidia Osier, Diane Jackson and Dave Heden. 
In 1995 the Family Court re-
ceived 7,949 wayward and 
delinquent filings from local and 
state law enforcement agencies. 
All these filings, except emer-
gency arraignments, were 
screened by the Juvenile Services 
Department. Staff members use 
case-screening criteria and an in-
terview with the juvenile referred 
to the court and his or her family 
to determine if the matter can be 
handled without a formal court 
hearing. In these situations, the 
staff develops an individuated, 
meaningful disposition to which 
the young person and his/her 
family must adhere in order to 
avoid a formal hearing. The dis-
position can include supervision, 
counseling, restitution, commu-
nity service, curfew, a 
requirement to attend school, 
and/or referrals to community-
based programs. Approximately 
30 percent of all cases screened 
are disposed of without a formal 
court hearing. 
In addition, a special unit 
within the Juvenile Services De-
partment, the Youth 
Diversionary Unit, serves as a 
community outreach unit. Field 
workers in this unit generally 
handle matters that involve juve-
niles who disobey parental rules, 
do not attend school, or have 
other problems requiring ongo-
ing supervision. 
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To assist juvenile offenders and 
their families, the department 
works closely with a wide range 
of state and nonprofit agencies. 
One example of coordination 
between the court and state and 
local authorities is the Juvenile 
Firesetter's Program. This pro-
gram is coordinated through the 
Office of the State Fire Marshal. 
After receiving a referral from 
the department, the fire marshal's 
office works with a local fire de-
partment in the juvenile's 
neighborhood to develop an ex-
tensive fire-prevention-awareness 
program. This program also may 
include assigning the juvenile to 
perform volunteer service in the 
community or with the fire de-
partment. A juvenile may receive 
additional support services after 
the individual needs of the child 
and family have been assessed. 
In April Chief Judge Jeremiah 
S. Jeremiah, Jr., established the 
Truancy Court Advisory Task 
Force. Brother Michael Reis, 
FSC, of Tides Family Services, 
chairs the task force, and Chief 
Intake Supervisor David Heden 
and Youth Diversionary Worker 
Joseph Conley are members. 
The Chief Judge and Family 
Court Associate Justice Kathleen 
Voccola serve as advisors to the 
task force which has worked with 
school personnel and community 
agencies to develop criteria to 
assist school districts in re-
sponding to the problem of 
juveniles who fail to attend 
school. The task force will de-
velop a truancy policy and plans 
to distribute it to all school su-
perintendents in early 1996 and 
to present it at a meeting of the 
principals' association. 
The Juvenile Services Depart-
ment also worked with leaders in 
several communities to explore 
the possibility of establishing lo-
cal juvenile hearing boards. 
These community-based, citizen-
controlled boards offer commu-
nities a mechanism by which 
juveniles involved in minor of-
fenses can be held responsible 
for their actions without the ini-
tiation of a formal referral to the 
Family Court. 
Near the end of 1995 a new 
position was created in the Juve-
nile Services Department, that of 
restitution investigator, who as-
sists the Family Court in 
determining the amount of res-
titution owed to victims and 
monitors community-service 
hours assigned to youthful of-
fenders. 
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Family Service Unit Offers Wide-Ranging 
Services to Litigants 
The Family Services Unit pro-
vides the court with a wide range 
of services designed to help indi-
viduals and/or families cope 
during difficult and stressful 
times. These services include 
family and alcohol counseling, 
mediation for divorcing parties, 
investigations in child-support 
cases, and supervision in certain 
cases involving child visitation. 
The unit also administers court-
ordered drug/alcohol screening 
tests. 
The staff conducted 1,198 in-
vestigations into such matters as 
child support, 
visitation and 
custody issues, 
minors requesting 
permission to 
marry, and step-
parent adoptions. 
The information 
obtained through 
these investiga-
tions assists 
judges in resolv-
ing these issues in 
a fair and timely 
manner. 
The staff also provides family 
and drug/alcohol counseling. 
Those who participate in this 
service either are ordered to do 
so by the court or can voluntarily 
seek this assistance even if they 
are not involved in the court 
system. In 1995 the department 
received 188 referrals to provide 
counseling services. In addition 
to counseling, the staff adminis-
tered 540 drug/alcohol urine 
screenings ordered by Family 
Court judges. 
Trained mediators within the 
unit handled 28 court-ordered 
mediations. During these ses-
sions the mediators and the 
parents focus on the reorganiza-
tion of the family in positive 
directions and appropriately in-
volving both parents in the lives 
of their children. 
The unit also is involved in su-
pervising certain court-ordered 
visitations. The supervised-
visitation program provided 568 
hours of supervision in 1995 and 
completed the necessary reports. 
(l-r) Staff members Jack Hamilton, Jamie Nero, Christine Egerton, and Jay Varadian discuss Family 
Service Unit issues. 
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Court Receives Federal Grant for 
Child Protection Cases 
In January 1995 the Supreme 
Court received an $80,000 federal 
grant as part of the Family Pres-
ervation and Support Act 
Grants for State Courts, a four-
year entitlement program admin-
istered by the United States 
Department of Human Services. 
The funds are earmarked for the 
Family Court's use to improve 
the handling of child protective 
cases. In each of the next three 
years, the court will be eligible 
for $105,000. After the first year, 
the court must provide 25 per-
cent matching funds. 
One of the requirements of this 
grant program is that the first-
year award must be used to con-
duct a comprehensive assessment 
of the court's processing of 
child-protective cases. Rhode 
Island was exempted from this 
requirement because the court 
had already allocated state funds 
for this purpose and had con-
tracted with the National Center 
for State Courts to conduct an 
assessment of the operations of 
the entire Family Court. That 
component of the assessment 
process that addresses child-
protective cases will meet this 
federal requirement. The as-
sessment represents a 
cooperative effort initiated by the 
Supreme Court, the Family 
Court, the General Assembly, 
and the Executive Department 
(see related story). 
Before the funds were available 
under this grant program, Family 
Court Chief Judge Jeremiah S. 
Jeremiah, Jr., began several ini-
tiatives that identified a number 
of needs. The first-year award 
allows the court to respond to 
two of these identified needs. 
Recognizing the increasing de-
mands being placed on the court, 
especially in child-
protective cases, 
the Rhode Island 
General Assem-
bly created a new 
judicial position 
in the Family 
Court in late 
1994. This addi-
tional resource 
allowed the Fam-
ily Court Chief 
Judge to assign a 
third judge to the 
child-protective calendar in 
Providence County but at the 
same time created the need for 
the Office of the Public De-
fender to assign another attorney 
to this calendar. Therefore, the 
court is using part of the first-
year grant money to support an 
attorney in the Office of the 
Public Defender. In August 
1995 a third attorney was as-
signed to the child-protective 
calendar in Providence County. 
A committee established by the 
Chief Judge and chaired by Fam-
ily Court Administrator George 
N. DiMuro is analyzing the proc-
essing of cases in the juvenile 
court clerk's office. The com-
mittee will develop 
recommendations to utilize the 
present automated information 
system more effectively in proc-
essing and managing juvenile 
cases. To complement this ini-
tiative, the remainder of the 
federal funds are being used to 
install computer wiring in the of-
fice of the Court Appointed 
Special Advocate (CASA) and the 
Office of the Juvenile Court 
Clerk in the Garrahy Judicial 
Complex. In addition to the fed-
eral funds, the court is using state 
funds to obtain a laser printer 
and twenty terminals for the 
CASA office and the juvenile 
court clerk's office. 
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CASA Program Continues to Assist Abused Children 
The statewide Court-Appointed 
Special Advocate (CASA) Pro-
gram provides assistance to those 
children who have been removed 
from their homes by means of 
the legal and child-welfare sys-
tem. Staff attorneys, social 
workers, and volunteer advocates 
conduct extensive independent 
investigations into the factors 
leading to a child's removal from 
his/her home and provide the 
court with recommendations 
based on the best interest of the 
child. The advocates and the 
CASA staff also monitor the 
progress of the child's case 
through the Family Court and 
child-welfare system. The advo-
cate is often the only person 
consistently involved in the 
child's life during this period. 
In 1995 the program received 
2,082 petitions. Of that total, 
1,446 petitions alleged abuse and 
or neglect; 413 were petitions for 
termination of parental tights, 
and 223 petitions alleged de-
pendency. The Providence 
County office received 1,675 of 
these petitions; Kent County, 
176; Washington County, 116; 
and Newport County, 115. 
Recruitment, training, and re-
tention of volunteer advocates 
compose the major components 
of the CASA Program. Public-
service announcements on televi-
sion and radio and in the 
newspapers, as well as speaking 
engagements and volunteer fairs, 
make up the primary avenues 
pursued to recruit advocates. 
Unfortunately, the number of 
children referred to CASA far 
outpaces the recruitment of ad-
vocates 
The CASA Program has ap-
proximately 170 volunteer 
advocates. Each advocate partici-
pates in an extensive orientation 
and training program prior to his 
or her being assigned to work 
with a child. In addition, the 
CASA Volunteer Advisory Board 
and the CASA staff provide on-
going training to assist the 
volunteers in addressing the 
challenges they face. 
Each year a local television sta-
tion presents Jeffer-
son Awards to 
individuals deserving 
of recognition for 
their outstanding 
volunteer service to 
the community. In 
1995 Marie Acci-
ardo, president of 
the CASA Volunteer 
Advisory Board, re-
ceived the Jefferson 
Award for her work 
with the CASA Pro-
gram. 
Millie Caranci and Cheryl Robinson-Roberts (seated) track juveniles registered in the courts CASA 
program. 
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Child Support Collections Increase Dramatically 
Compared to the previous year 
Family Court child-support col-
lections rose in 1995 by almost 
15 percent, continuing the trend 
in increased collections that be-
gan in the early 1980s. In 1994 
collections totaled almost $36 
million, and they climbed to over 
$41 million in 1995, an increase 
of over $5 million. Furthermore, 
over the last five years collections 
have risen by 63 percent; since 
1991 collections have gone up by 
almost $16 million. The list be-
low reveals the increases in 
collections since 1985, as well as 
the amount collected during each 
of the last five years. 
The funds collected through 
this initiative are used to reim-
burse the State of Rhode Island 
for the benefits paid to custodial 
parents to support their children 
under the Aid to Dependent 
Children program of the De-
partment of Human Services. 
In 1995 the General Assembly 
enacted legislation to strengthen 
the state's commitment to the 
enforcement of child-support 
orders. The Rhode Island Full 
Employment of Support Obliga-
tion Act, R.I.G.L. § 15-11.1, 
allows the state to revoke certain 
state-issued licenses held by indi-
viduals not in compliance with 
court orders of child support. 
This act provides for revocation 
of a license to operate or to reg-
ister a motor vehicle and licenses 
that allow an individual to engage 
in a profession, an occupation, a 
business or an industry. 
On the basis of this legislation, 
the Department of Human Serv-
ices (DHS) will serve notice to an 
individual who is not in compli-
ance with court-ordered child 
support. Within 20 days of the 
notice from DHS, an individual 
may request in writing a hearing 
before the Family Court to con-
test the issue of compliance. The 
Family Court and DHS are 
working together to take the 
steps necessary to implement this 
act. 
The federal government sup-
ports the enforcement of child-
support orders by reimbursing 
Rhode Island for 66 percent of 
expenses directly related to child 
-support collection and enforce-
ment. These expenses include 
staff salaries and fringe benefits 
and program telephone services 
and computer costs. 
The state also receives federal 
reimbursement for various indi-
rect expenses that represent a 
percentage of costs for adminis-
trative services provided by the 
Family Court, the Administrative 
Office of State Courts, and cer-
tain executive-department 
agencies such as the personnel 
office, the budget office, and the 
office of accounts and controls. 
In 1995 the state received 
$937,892 in federal-
reimbursement funds. 
Family Court Child Support Collections 
Yea r Amount Col l ec ted 
1985 $10,140,017 
1991 $25,220,539 
1992 $30,140,095 
1993 $32,701,420 
1994 $35,912,512 
1995 $41,157,048 
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District Court Meets Time Goal for 
Misdemeanor Dispositions 
Pending Misdemeanor Caseload 
Cases Over 60 Days Old 
District Court results 
for 1995 show that the 
court is meeting the 60-
day goal it established ^ QQ 
for the disposition of 
misdemeanors, at least 
in the three divisions 80 
where this information 
is available. At the end 
60 
of the year, two divi-
sions, the Second and 
the Third, reported no ^Q 
misdemeanors over 60 
days old, and the Fourth 
Division reported only 20 
13 cases pending over 
60 days. At this time 
there is no accurate in- ® 
formation on the 
pending-misdemeanor 
caseload in the Sixth Di-
vision. However, 
disposition results for this divi-
sion indicate that 87.5 percent of 
the cases were disposed of within 
60 days. 
Disposition results for 1995 
also suggest that the District 
Court continues to be current in 
handling small claims. Every di-
vision reported disposing of 
more claims than were filed. 
In addition, two of the divi-
sions, the Second and the 
Fourth, disposed of more civil 
cases than were filed. However, 
the rate was lower in the other 
two divisions. The Third Divi-
sion disposed of 86.6 percent of 
the number filed, and the Sixth 
Division disposition rate was 83 
percent. 
District Court filings for 1995 
show that the overall workload 
of the court remained roughly at 
the same level as in the two pre-
vious years. Over the three-year 
period, total filings varied by only 
1 percent. The total number 
filed courtwide this year was 
67,533. In 1994 it was 67,111, 
and the previous year it was 
68,036. However, compared to 
five years ago, filings declined 
significantly. Between 1991 and 
1995, total filings dropped by al-
most 18 percent. 
A breakdown of criminal filings 
indicates that while misdemean-
ors slightly declined in number 
this year the number of felonies 
increased. Misdemeanor filings 
totaled 28,414, which was 
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roughly 2 percent less than were 
filed in 1993 — 29,092. At the 
same time, felonies rose by 2.7 
percent. There were 6,676 felo-
nies filed in 1995 compared to 
6,502 in 1993. 
The misdemeanor results for 
each division varied somewhat 
from the general trend outlined 
above. In two divisions, the Sec-
ond and the Third, 
misdemeanors decreased by 
about 13 percent, and in the 
Fourth Division the number filed 
was almost 6 percent less than in 
1993. On the other 
hand, misdemeanor fil-
ings in the Sixth Division 
steadily increased. Be-
tween 1993 and 1995 
misdemeanor filings grew 
by 6 percent. 
Filings on the civil side 
also remained steady 
during the past three 
years, but again this fig-
ure was attributable to a 
decrease in one area, 
regular civil cases, that 
was offset by a rise in an-
other, small claims. 
These trends closely fol-
low the fluctuation in 
filings in the Sixth Divi-
sion, which handles 
almost 70 percent of the 
court's civil caseload. 
When compared to 1991, 
civil filings in this divi-
sion declined by 4 
percent, and small claims 
climbed by 9 percent. 
The other divisions had 
different results. In the 
Second Division, both regular 
civil filings and small claims 
dropped to a five-year low in 
1993 and then increased both 
last year and this year. The op-
posite occurred in the Third 
Division where both regular civil 
cases and small claims decreased 
in comparison with 1993 — civil 
cases by close to 10 percent and 
small claims by almost 13 per-
cent. In the Fourth Division 
both civil cases and small claims 
rose between 1993 and 1994 but 
then decreased this year. 
The District Court handles two 
other types of cases, restraining 
orders for abuse and administra-
tive appeals. There was an 
increase in restraining orders in 
comparison with last year. A 
year ago the total was 1,041, and 
it rose to 1,199 in 1995. The 
bulk of these (71 percent) was 
filed in the Sixth Division. Ad-
ministrative appeals vary widely 
from year to year. This year 
there were 211 appeals filed — 
the lowest number in five years. 
C I V I L C A S E F L O W 
1993 1994 1995 
Sma l l C l a ims 
Second Division 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -572 -552 -765 
Third Division 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -1,494 -828 -447 
Fourth Division 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -78 -119 -246 
Sixth Division 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -582 -1,677 -2^06 
Courtwide 
Cases Filed 14,262 13,740 14,924 
Cases Disposed 16,988 16,916 18,588 
Other Ca tegor i e s 
Domestic Abuse 1,086 1,041 1,199 
Administrative Appeals 253 356 211 
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District Court Establishes Collection Program 
The District Court has es-
tablished an experimental 
program in Providence's Sixth 
Division to increase the col-
lection of fines, costs, and 
assessments. The concerted 
effort expended by the judges, 
the clerks, and the personnel 
of the District Court with the 
continued support of the 
various police departments 
have produced significant re-
sults, far exceeding 
expectations. 
The District Court clerk's 
office employs five full-time 
clerks in the collection of 
these moneys. Three clerks 
generate the court calendar, 
one clerk issues and with-
draws bench warrants, and 
one clerk assists the judge in 
the courtroom. The various 
police departments have made 
special efforts to locate de-
fendants wanted by the court for 
failure to pay fines and costs. 
In 1995 total court fines and 
costs assessed by the Sixth Divi-
sion judges amounted to 
$2,794,992.50, or an average 
monetary assessment per charge 
of $98.39. The total fines, costs, 
and bench-warrant assessments 
Members of the District Court's collection team review procedures, (l-r) Angela Pingitore, 
Chief Clerk Jerome Smith, Lizette Fuentes, Bernadette Grady and Principal Deputy Clerk 
Kevin Spina. 
collected came to $2,911,952.15, 
or an average monetary collection 
per charge of $102.51. These 
figures demonstrate that the 
Sixth Division maintained a cur-
rent status on all fines and costs 
in 1995, as well as reducing the 
outstanding receivables. 
Chief Judge Albert E. DeRob-
bio has indicated that the 
collection program will continue 
on the basis of results achieved 
so far. Since 1993 collections 
have risen from $2,276,316 to 
$2,911,952, an increase of 28 
percent. 
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Court Requires Mandatory Training 
for Constables 
The District Court has insti-
tuted a mandatory continuing-
legal-education program for li-
censed constables. The purpose 
of this new requirement is to en-
sure that constables who carry 
out court duties keep current on 
the knowledge necessary to fulfill 
their professional responsibilities. 
To maintain their licenses, con-
stables are now required to 
attend five hours of continuing 
legal education each year. Mem-
bers of the bar, the court, and the 
Constables' Association have co-
operated in conducting seminars 
to provide this training. 
As would be consistent with 
this new condition for licensing, 
a Constables' Disciplinary Board 
has been established. Authorized 
by R.I.G.L. § 8-8-12 (10 A and 
B), the board's function is to as-
sist the Chief Judge in the 
regulation of the duties and the 
conduct of licensed constables. 
Complaints filed against consta-
bles are referred to the board by 
the Chief Judge. The board is 
empowered to hold hearings, to 
make findings of fact, and to is-
sue recommendations. The 
board's findings and recommen-
dations are forwarded to the 
Chief Judge for final disposition. 
The disciplinary board consists 
of six members of the bar who 
serve three-year terms. Mem-
bers appointed to serve from the 
bar include the following: 
Murray Gereboff, Esq., Chair 
John A. DeSano, Esq. 
Raymond Dettore, Esq. 
Lynda L. Laing, Esq. 
Clinton L. Poole, Esq. 
Lauren D. Wilkins, Esq. 
Chief Judge of the District Court Albert E. De Robbio (seated center) is shown with first appointees of newly 
formed disciplinary board Backrow (l-r) Clinton L Poole, Esq., Raymond Dettore, Esq., Murray Gereboff, 
Esq., Chair. Seated (l-r) Lynda L. Laing, Esq., Chief Judge De Robbio, John A. DeSano, Esq. Not pictured: 
Lauren D. Wilkins, Esq. 
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Workers' Compensation Court 
Further Reduces Pending 
Caseload 
Chief Judge Hosts 
International 
Compensation College 
For the fourth consecutive year 
the Workers' Compensation Court 
made progress in reducing the 
pending caseload. Since 1991 the 
court succeeded in cutting the num-
ber of pending cases by more than 
half. The pending caseload totaled 
7,159 five years ago, and at the end 
of this year it was down to 3,535, a 
difference of 51 percent. 
This reduction was due to the 
court's ability to dispose of more 
cases than were filed each year. In 
1995 dispositions totaled 9,599, and 
the number filed was 9,512, a differ-
ence of 87 cases. 
Again as in the three previous 
years the majority of cases were dis-
posed at the pretrial stage. In 1995, 
60.3 percent of all dispositions oc-
curred at this point (5,647). In ad-
dition, almost 65 percent of the 
Change in Pending Caseload 
End of the Year 
cases disposed of at pretrial were 
handled in a period of less than 30 
days, and the vast majority (91 
percent) were completed in under 
90 days. Because of the high dis-
position rate at the pretrial stage, 
the Workers' Compensation Court 
was able to dispose of 70.2 per-
cent of all cases (pretrial and trial 
combined) in under 90 days. 
Workers' compensation claims 
also continued to decline for the 
fourth year in a row. Over a four-
year period annual claims dropped 
from 15,702 to 9,512, a difference 
of 6,190, or 39.4 percent. Em-
ployer petitions decreased by the 
greatest margin, over 50 percent. 
Four years ago, when workers' 
compensation claims were at their 
highest point, 4,015 employer pe-
titions were filed. In 1995 the 
number was down to 
1,977, a difference of 
2,038, or roughly 51 
percent. Employee 
petitions also de-
clined steadily over 
the past four years. 
There were 9,195 
claims of this type 
filed in 1991, and this 
year the number to-
taled 6,003, which is a 
difference of 3,192, 
1995 or approximately 35 
percent. 
In April Chief Judge 
Robert F. Arrigan was the 
host for the 22nd Inter-
national Workers' Com-
pensation College in 
Newport, Rhode Island. 
Sessions were conducted 
at Salve Regina and the 
United States Naval War 
Colleges in that city. 
Workers' compensation 
judges, commissioners, 
and professionals from all 
over the United States 
and Canada were in at-
tendance. 
The Compensation 
College, divided into a 
regular course and a judi-
cial course, featured 
speakers, panel discus-
sions, and special aca-
demic exercises. The 
curriculum was designed 
to inform participants of 
new developments in the 
field as well as to enhance 
professional skills. 
The courses culminated 
with a graduation cere-
mony and dinner at the 
Newport Naval Base Of-
ficers' Club to honor 
those members who suc-
cessfully completed the 
intensive week- long 
course. 
60 
Administrative 
Adjudication 
Court 
1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Administrative Adjudication Court 
Makes Progress in Installing a New 
Computer System 
The Administrative 
Adjudication Court (AAC) has 
completed two phases of a 
three- phase project to replace 
the inadequate computer 
system currently in use. The 
current system dates back to 
the time that the adjudication 
court was part of the 
Department of Transportation 
(DOT) and does not provide 
the court with the capabilities 
it needs to manage its 
caseload. For example, the 
system cannot be used for 
case scheduling, for financial 
tracking, or for statistical 
compilation. 
The first phase of the 
project saw the AAC facility 
on Harris Avenue completely 
rewired. An area network 
server and personal computers 
were installed during the 
second phase. The new 
personal computers have 
made it possible for the staff 
to gain access to both the 
DOT license file and its own 
IBM system on one terminal. 
Prior to this improvement, 
some staff members had to 
move back and forth between 
two terminals in order to 
access each system. 
During phase three the court 
will purchase and install new 
software. The final phase 
should be completed in 1996. 
Court Initiative Closes 
Out Delinquent 
Summonses 
The Administrative 
Adjudication Court (AAC) 
amassed thousands of 
unpaid traffic summonses 
over the years, and during 
1995 the court initiated a 
special project to close out 
these old cases and collect 
the overdue fines. The 
Legislature appropriated 
$400,000 to cover the cost 
of employee overtime to 
carry out this project. This 
special effort is anticipated 
to gain the state several 
million dollars of additional 
revenue by the end of the 
1996 fiscal year. 
(I tor) Associate Judge 
Albert R. Ciullo, 
Associate Judge 
Benedetto A. Cerilli, 
Associate Judge Lillian 
M. Almeida, Chief 
Judge Vincent Pallozzi, 
Associate Judge Majorie 
R. Yashar, Associate 
Judge Edward C. Parker 
and Associate Judge 
John F. Lallo 
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Supreme Court Justice 
Donald F. Shea Retires 
After a lengthy and distinguished career as a 
Rhode Island jurist, Supreme Court Justice 
Donald F. Shea retired on June 30, 1995. Elected 
to the appellate court in 1981, he had previously 
served as an Associate Justice of the Superior 
Court. His retirement again reduced the state's 
highest court from its full component of five to 
four members. 
After having served in the United States Navy 
during the World War II, Justice Shea graduated 
from Providence College and Georgetown 
University School of Law in 1950 and 1954, 
respectively. From 1960 to 1968 he served as a 
member of the Rhode Island House of 
Representatives and as executive assistant to 
Governor Frank Licht. 
Appointed an Associate Justice of the Superior 
Court in 1972, he was elected to the Supreme 
Court nearly a decade later. 
Superior Court Associate Justice 
Paul P. Pederzani, Jr., Steps 
Down After 25 Years of Service 
Associate Justice Paul P. Pederzani, Jr., retired 
from the Superior Court bench on June 30,1995, 
after having served in that court for more than 11 
years. Justice Pederzani is a Massachusetts native. 
He graduated from Providence College in 1949 
and received his law degree from Boston College 
in 1952. He is a World War II veteran and retired 
as an Army Reserve Colonel in 1980. 
Justice Pederzani was first appointed as a clerk 
and an acting judge of the former Second District 
Court in 1969. He was later named a District 
Court associate judge and served in that capacity 
from 1980 to 1983. He was appointed to the 
Superior Court in January 1984. 
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Seated: I to r Mary Louise Kennedy, Esq., Marilyn Shannon McConaghy, Esq., Joseph V. Cavanaugh, Jr., Esq. 
Standing: Robert Pitassi, Esq., Joseph A. Kelly, Esq. (Chair), Alfred J . Factor, Esq., and Joseph Roszkowski, Esq. 
Board of Bar Examiners 
The Board of Bar Examin-
ers tests the legal knowledge 
of bar applicants by admin-
istering bar examinations on 
the last Wednesday and 
Thursday of February and 
July. Applicants must be 
graduates of a law school ap-
proved and accredited by the 
American Bar Association 
and must have received a 
scaled score of 80 on the 
Multistate Professional Re-
sponsibility exam prior to 
sitting for the two-day ex-
amination. The Multistate 
Bar Exam (MBE) is given on 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-3272 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 2, Rule 5) 
the first day, and essay ques-
tions on Rhode Island law are 
given on the second day. Ap-
plicants need a scaled score of 
140 on the MBE and must suc-
cessfully answer 7 out of 12 es-
say questions. 
The Supreme Court appoints 
seven attorneys to the board for 
five-year terms. Members 
proctor the bar exam and score 
the responses to the questions. 
In 1995 the board processed 
240 applications and recom-
mended 178 individuals for 
admission to the bar. 
Members: 
Joseph A. Kelly, Esquire, Chair 
Joseph V. Cavanaugh, Jr., Esquire 
Alfred J. Factor, Esquire 
Mary Louise Kennedy, Esquire 
Robert Pitassi, Esquire 
Joseph Roszkowski, Esquire 
Marilyn Shannon McConaghy, Esquire 
Brian B. Bums, Administrator 
Kathleen Cacchiotti, Executive Secretary 
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Seated l-r: Deborah Di Nardo, Esq., Barbara Margolis, Legal Counsel Standing l-r: William C. Clifton, Esq., Steven 
M. McInnis, Esq., Joseph A. Kelly, Esq., Kathleen Cacchiotti, Exec. Secretary. Not pictured: Berndt W. Anderson, 
Esq., Jane M. McSoley, Esq., Brian Burns, Administrator, Edward Gorman, Investigator. 
Committee on Character and Fitness 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-3272 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 2, Rule 3) 
Established by the Supreme 
Court in 1988, the Committee on 
Character and Fitness determines 
the moral fitness of Rhode Island 
Bar applicants by scrutinizing 
their finances, legal training, and 
criminal records, if any. Appli-
cants also must participate in a 
personal interview. 
Following the interview, appli-
cants may be referred to the full 
committee for a hearing if further 
review is warranted. A recom-
mendation is then made to the 
Supreme Court concerning 
whether an applicant 
should be admitted to 
the bar or even allowed 
to take the bar examina-
tion. The court may then 
grant the applicant's re-
quest or require the ap-
plicant to show cause 
why the court should 
grant the request. The 
seven Supreme Court 
appointed members 
serve three-year terms. 
Members: 
Steven M. McInnis, Esquire, Chair 
Berndt W. Anderson, Esquire 
William C. Clifton, Esquire 
Deborah DiNardo, Esquire 
Joseph A. Kelly, Esquire 
Jane M McSoley, Esquire 
Brian B. Burns, Administrator 
Kathleen Cacchiotti, Executive Secretary 
Barbara Margolis, Legal Counsel 
Edward Gorman, Investigator 
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Seated l-r: Robert g. Jeffrey, Esq., Viola Wyman, Diane Finkle, Esq., Nancy Fisher Chudacoff, Esq.,Neil P. Philbin, Esq. Standing l-r: 
Merlyn P. O'Keefe, Esq., Vincent Brown, Sydney O. Williams, Susan Leach DiBlasio, Esq., C. Russell Bengston, Esq. Not pictured: Maryjo 
Can, Esq., James J . Robovits. 
Disciplinary Board 
Fogarty Judicial Annex, 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-3270 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 3, Rule 4) 
The Disciplinary Board consists 
of eight attorneys and four public 
members who are appointed by 
the Supreme Court. Members 
may serve only two terms, al-
though those terms vary in 
length from one to three years. 
The board oversees the Office of 
the Disciplinary Counsel, which 
reviews and investigates all alle-
gations of attorney misconduct 
received from complainants. The 
board must authorize the filing 
of formal charges against an at-
torney. It then conducts hearings 
and makes recommendations for 
discipline if such is deemed nec-
essary. The board may petition 
the court to place an attorney on 
inactive status if the attorney is 
mentally or physically incapaci-
tated. The board may also ask 
attorneys to appear before it to 
clarify an alleged infraction of the 
Rules of Professional Conduct. 
The Disciplinary Counsel has 
instituted a screening process 
whereby any complainant may 
speak to a staff attorney prior to 
the filing of the complaint. This 
procedure increases the efficiency 
of the board by eliminating 
frivolous complaints and by 
bringing serious matters to the 
immediate attention of the board. 
Staff attorneys cannot provide 
legal advice to complainants; 
however, they are to give assis-
tance by referring complainants 
to other agencies that may assist 
them in obtaining legal repre-
sentation. 
During 1995 the Disciplinary 
Counsel received 45 notices of 
overdrafts on attorney trust ac-
counts. The notices were trans-
mitted pursuant to Article 4, Rule 
2. In each case of an overdraft 
notification the attorney was re-
quested to provide an explana-
tion, and in most cases a 
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Disciplinary Counsel interviewed 
the attorney. None of these 
matters resulted in a formal in-
vestigation of misconduct. How-
ever, the overdraft-notification 
rule does act as a significant de-
terrent against the misappropria-
tion of client funds. 
The number of formal com-
plaints opened by the Office of 
the Disciplinary Counsel in 1995 
was 286, an increase of 13 per-
cent over the 253 formal com-
plaints opened for investigation 
in 1994. An additional 276 com-
plaints were not opened for for-
mal investigation as the 
complaints did not allege a rule 
violation. 
Members: 
Diane Finkle, Esq., Chair 
Susan Leach DeBlasio, Esq., 
Secretary 
C. Russell Bengston, Esq. 
Vincent Brown 
Maryjo Carr, Esq. 
Nancy Fisher Chudacoff, Esq. 
Robert G. Jeffrey, Esq. 
Merlyn P. O'Keefe, Esq. 
Neil P. Philbin, Esq. 
James J. Rubovits 
Sydney O. Williams 
Viola Wyman 
DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 
1993 1994 1995 
Intake Screening and Complaint Processing 
Complaints received 570 524 572 
Complaints opened for investigation 301 253 286 
Complaints outside jurisdiction of 114 144 138 
Disciplinary Board 
Informal complaints 88 122 138 
Fee disputes (no misconduct alleged) 7 5 10 
Nature of Complaints 
Dissatisfaction 126 113 175 
Fee Dispute 49 39 41 
Neglect 13 6 4 
Failure to account for funds 13 3 6 
Conviction of a crime 3 3 0 
Conflict of interest 19 3 12 
Conduct reflects adversely on bar 2 5 1 
Other 143 115 101 
Source of Complaints* 
Client 252 199 223 
Nonclient 23 35 53 
Judge 0 0 3 
Opposing counsel 0 1 3 
Other attorney 6 7 3 
Chief Disciplinary Counsel 9 14 10 
Creditor 0 1 0 
Other 35 8 3 
Board Actions 
Complaints dismissed 327 279 235 
Complaints dismissed w/ admonition or 48 25 20 
cautionary letter. 
Referred to R.I. Bar Association fee arbitra- 12 12 0 
tion 
Letter of reprimand * 4 4 
Petition to issue 28 11 13 
Referred to court (Rule 6 (e)) 5 2 4 
Decision to court (Rule 6 (b)) 42 19 11 
Court Actions 
Ordered to respond pursuant to Rule 6 (e) 2 2 4 
Private censure 10 8 8 
Public censure 5 2 1 
Suspension (including interim suspension) 4 3 6 
Disbarment (including consent to disbarment) 4 6 2 
Transferred to inactive status 2 1 1 
Resignations * 2 1 
Special master appointed 4 
t The total will exceed the number of complaints opened for investigation because 
some complaints fall within more than one category. 
* Not available. 
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Seated l-r: Nina Ricci Igliozzi, Staff Attorney, Sarah T. Dowling, Esq., Deborah M. Tate, Esq. Standing l-r: Richard 
F. Staples, Esq., Joseph F. Penza, Esq., Edward H. Newman, Esq. 
Ethics Advisory Panel 
Fogarty Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-3270 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 5, Rule 9) 
The Ethics Advisory Panel was 
established by the Supreme 
Court in 1986 to provide Rhode 
Island attorneys with confidential 
advice on prospective behavior 
based on the Rules of Profes-
sional Conduct. Although attor-
neys are not required to abide by 
panel opinions, those who do so 
are fully protected from any sub-
sequent charge of impropriety. 
Panel opinions are published in 
the Rhode Island Bar Journal and 
the Rhode Island Lawyers 
Weekly. The State Law Library 
maintains a set of panel opinions 
and a topical index. 
The ABA/BNA Manual on 
Professional Conduct also in-
dexes and publishes summaries 
of panel-opinion digests. 
The Supreme Court appoints 
five Rhode Island attorneys to 
serve one- or two-year terms. 
The panel received 85 written 
inquiries from attorneys in 1995. 
The panel rendered 62 written 
positions and declined to re-
spond to 19 requests pursuant to 
Panel Rule 2 entitled 
"Jurisdiction," and four inquiries 
were withdrawn after telephone 
consultation with the staff attor-
ney. The staff attorney's respon-
sibilities include meeting with 
attorneys on a daily basis, ren-
dering advice and guidance to 
attorneys making inquiries by 
telephone, providing research in-
formation to panel members and 
the R.I. Bar Association and 
making copies of panel opinions 
available to other states. 
Members: 
Sarah T. Dowling, Esquire, Chair 
Joseph F. Penza, Esquire 
Richard F. Staples, Esquire 
Deborah Miller Tate, Esquire 
Nina Ricci Igliozzi, Staff Attorney 
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Seated: I to r The Honorable Richard J. Israel, Associate Justice, Superior Court, The Honorable 
Janette A. Bertness, Associate Judge, Workers' Compensation Court, Standing: The Honorable Dominic 
F. Cresto, Associate Justice, Superior Court (Chair), The Honorable Haiganush R. Bedrosian, Associate 
Justice, Family Court, The Honorable Gilbert V. Indeglia, Associate Judge, District Court 
Advisory Committee on Judicial Ethics 
Fogarty Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence RI 02903 
(401) 277-3270 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 6, Rule 1) 
In 1983 the Supreme Court 
amended the Canons of Judi-
cial Ethics to create the Advi-
sory Committee on Judicial 
Ethics. The amendment re-
stricts judicial participation in 
testimonials and fundraising 
and establishes criteria for 
determining the appropriate-
ness of judge's involvement 
in these events. The amend-
ment also specifies that advi-
sory committee members be 
drawn from several state 
courts "to assist judges in 
complying with the canons by 
responding to requests for 
opinions." 
Advisory opinions are often 
sought to determine whether a 
token of recognition offered 
to a judge falls within the 
guidelines of the canon. These 
opinions also help judges commu-
nicate the restrictions imposed by 
the canons to groups requesting 
their help in worthy causes. The 
committee can also respond to re-
quests for advice on other canons. 
Committee members are ap-
pointed to staggered 
two-year terms. The 
Supreme Court usually 
appoints members for a 
single term only so that 
both the burden and 
the experience of this 
duty are shared widely 
by members of the Ju-
diciary. 
In 1994 the Supreme 
Court ruled that judicial 
advisory opinions are a 
matter of public record 
and that confidentiality of the re-
questing judge's name is not re-
quired. 
In 1995 the committee received 
four written inquiries. One was 
withdrawn, and three written opin-
ions were issued. 
Members: 
The Honorable Dominic F. Cresto, 
Associate Justice, Superior Court, Chair 
The Honorable Richard J. Israel, 
Associate Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Haiganush R. Bedrosian, 
Associate Justice, Family Court 
The Honorable Gilbert V. Indeglia, 
Associate Judge, District Court 
The Honorable Janette A. Bertness, 
Associate Judge, Workers' Compensation Court 
Nina Ricci Igliozzi, Staff Attorney 
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Seated: Dr. Elanor McMahon, Robert F. Arrigan, Chief Judge Workers' Compensation Court, Victoria Lederberg, Justice, Supreme 
Court, Albert E. DeRobbio, Chief Judge, District Court Standing: Vincent Pallozzi, Chief Judge, Administrative Adjudication Court, 
Lauren Jones, Esq., William P. Robinson, Esq. Not pictured: Joseph R. Rodgers, Jr., Presiding Justice, Superior Court, Jeremiah S. 
Jeremiah, Jr., Chief Judge, Family Court, Michael P. DeFanti, Esq., Dr. Milton H. Hamolsky. 
Judicial Performance Evaluation Committee 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-2500 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 6, Rule 4) 
The Judicial Performance 
Evaluation Committee was 
established by Supreme Court 
Rule 4, issued on March 25, 
1993. The rule was adopted in 
recognition of the fact that the 
periodic evaluation of a 
judge's performance is a reli-
able method for promoting 
judicial excellence and 
competence. Under the rule 
the committee is responsible 
for developing and 
administering the program for 
the continuing evaluation of ju-
dicial performance under the 
Supreme Court's supervision. 
The primary goal of per-
formance evaluation is not 
only to promote the self-72 
improvement of individual 
judges but also to promote 
the improvement of the Judi-
ciary as a whole. A secondary 
goal is the improvement of 
the design and the content of 
continuing judicial-education 
programs. 
The data that has been 
compiled is periodically 
transmitted to the Chief Jus-
tice and the Chief Judges of 
each court. The Chief Judge 
then reviews each judge's 
evaluation with the judge. In 
the Superior Court either the 
Presiding Justice or one of 
several retired judges of that 
court may conduct this re-
view. 
Members: 
The Honorable Victoria Lederberg, 
Justice, Supreme Court, Chair 
The Honorable Joseph R. Rodgers, Jr., 
Presiding Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr., 
Chief Judge, Family Court 
The Honorable Albert E. DeRobbio, 
Chief Judge, District Court 
The Honorable Robert F. Arrigan, 
Chief Judge, Workers' Compensation 
Court 
The Honorable Vincent Pallozzi, 
Chief Judge, Administrative 
Adjudication Court 
Michael P. DeFanti, Esquire 
Lauren Jones, Esquire 
William P. Robinson, Esquire 
Dr. Milton H. Hamolsky 
Dr. Eleanor McMahon 
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Commission on Judicial Tenure 
and Discipline 
Fogarty Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-1188 
(Pursuant to KI.G.L§ 8-16-1) 
Members: 
The Honorable Thomas H. Needham, 
Associate Justice, Superior Court, 
Chair (at large) 
The Honorable Alice B. Gibney, 
Associate Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Raymond E. Shawcross, 
Associate Justice, Family Court 
The Honorable John J. Capelli, 
Associate Judge, District Court 
The Honorable George E. Healy, 
Associate Judge, Workers' 
Compensation Court 
Senator Domenic A. DiSandro 
Representative Donald J. Lally 
Representative Robert A. Watson 
E. Jerome Batty, Esquire 
Richard S. Humphrey, Esquire 
Jeanne E. LaFazia, Esquire 
George L. Santopietro, Esquire 
Deming E. Sherman, Esquire 
Deborah M. Tate, Esquire 
The Commission on Judicial 
Tenure and Discipline was cre-
ated in 1974 to provide a forum 
for complaints against any justice 
of the Supreme, Superior, Family, 
District, Workers' Compensation, 
or Administrative Adjudication 
Courts. The commission reviews 
allegations of serious violations 
of the Code of Judicial Conduct 
including willful and persistent 
failure to perform judicial duties; 
disabling addiction to alcohol, 
drugs, or narcotics; conduct that 
brings the judicial office into se-
rious disrepute; or a physical or a 
mental disability that seriously 
interferes with, and will continue 
to interfere with the performance 
of judicial duties. Following a 
formal hearing, the commission 
determines whether charges have 
been sustained. If eight mem-
bers of the commission who 
were present throughout the 
hearing find that the charges 
have been sustained, the com-
mission reports its finding to 
the Supreme Court and rec-
ommends a reprimand, censure, 
suspension, removal, or retire-
ment of the judge. The com-
mission may also recommend 
immediate temporary suspen-
sion of the judge during the 
pendency of further proceed-
ings. If charges have not been 
sustained, the complaint is dis-
missed, and the judge and the 
complaining party are notified. 
The 14-member commission 
represents a cross section of the 
population: 6 represent the Bar 
Association and the public at 
large and are appointed by the 
Governor with the advice and 
consent of the Senate; 1 is ap-
pointed by the Senate majority 
leader; 2 are appointed by the 
Speaker of the House; and 5 
judges are appointed by the Su-
preme Court. All appointments 
are for three-year terms. 
Seated l-r: Alice B. Gibney, 
Associate Justice, Superior 
Court, Deborah Tate, Esq., 
Thomas H. Needham, Associate 
Justice, Superior Court, Jeanne 
E. LaFazia, Esq., Deming E. 
Sherman, Esq. Standing l-r: 
John J. Capelli, Associate 
Judge, District Court, Richard 
S. Humphrey, Esq., E. Jerome 
Batty, Esq. Representative 
Robert A. Watson, George E. 
Healy, Associate Judge, 
Workers' Compensation Court, 
George L Santopietro, Esq. 
Not pictured: Raymond E. 
Shawcross, Associate Justice, 
Family Court, Senator Domenic 
DiSandro, Representative 
Donald J . Lally. 
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Sealed l-r: Stephen A. 
Fanning, Esq., Donald F. 
Shea, Justice, Supreme 
Court, Florence K. Murray, 
Justice, Supreme Court, Dr. 
Judeth Crowley, Judith C. 
Savage, Associate Justice, 
Superior Court Standing l-
r: Jan is Ricciardi, 
Secretary, Gilbert V. 
Indeglia, Associate Judge, 
District Court, Richard K. 
Corley, Esq., Amato 
DeLuca, Esq., Christopher 
DelSesto, Esq., Holly 
Hitchcock, Director. Not 
pictured: John Ryan, Esq., 
R. Kelly Sheridan, Esq. 
Mandatory Continuing Legal Education 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-4942 
(Pursuant to Supreme Court Article 4, Rule 3) 
Article 4, Rule 3, of the Rhode 
Island Supreme Court Rules estab-
lished a mandatory continuing legal 
education (MCLE) requirement for 
all Rhode Island licensed attorneys. 
The article was signed on January 
25, 1993, and established a mini-
mum standard of professional de-
velopment as one of the criteria to 
ensure ongoing lawyer competence. 
The Supreme Court appointed a 
rotating commission comprising 11 
members and chaired by the Hon. 
Florence K. Murray to oversee the 
regulations and the administration 
of and compliance with the MCLE 
requirement. The members are 
professionals from the bench, the 
bar, and academia. 
The commission ended its second 
compliance year on June 30, 1995, 
and reported consistent compliance 
by the 4,100 active attorneys 
who fall under the rule. Each 
attorney must take and report 
ten approved credits per year, 
including at least two in legal 
ethics. 
The MCLE commission 
spent 1995 streamlining its ac-
creditation and reporting sys-
tems. Forms were amended to 
provide for quicker transcrip-
tion of credit information. In 
addition, carry-forward tran-
scripts were issued to attorneys 
who report excess credits. 
More than 70 percent of the 
practitioners who participate in 
continuing legal education, 
teaching, and legal publishing 
beyond the ten required hours 
received the benefit of carry-
forward credits. 
Members: 
The Honorable Florence K. Murray, 
Justice, Supreme Court, Chair 
The Honorable Donald F. Shea, 
Justice, Supreme Court (Retired) 
The Honorable Judith C. Savage, 
Associate Justice, Superior Court 
The Honorable Gilbert V. Indeglia, 
Associate Judge, District Court 
Patricia Buckley, Esquire 
Christopher DelSesto, Esquire 
Amato DeLuca, Esquire 
Stephen A. Fanning, Esquire 
John Ryan, Esquire 
R. Kelly Sheridan, Esquire 
Dr. Judeth Crowley 
Richard K. Corely, Esq. (Ex Officio) 
Holly Hitchcock, Director 
Janis Ricciardi, Secretary 
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Linda Buffardi, Esq., Carolyn Barone, Esq., Avram Cohen, Esq., Kenneth A. Colaluca, Esq., 
Joseph T. Little, Esq. Not pictured: Robert V. Rossi, Esq. 
Unauthorized Practice of Law Committee 
Rhode Island Supreme Court 
250 Benefit Street, Providence, RI 02903 
(401) 277-3272 
(Pursuant to R.I.G.L. § 11-27-19) 
The Unauthorized Practice of 
Law Committee was estab-
lished in 1984 to work with the 
Office of the Attorney General 
in investigating and prosecut-
ing alleged instances of unau-
thorized individuals' practicing 
law. The Supreme Court ap-
points seven Rhode Island Bar 
Association members to the 
committee to review com-
plaints from the bar, the pub-
lic, and both the Federal and 
the State Judiciaries. 
Since most litigation initi-
ated by the committee re-
quests injunctive relief, the 
chair is required to sign 
verified complaints and to 
testify in court hearings. 
Although litigation is han-
dled by the Office of the 
Attorney General, com-
mittee members, and par-
ticularly the chair, draft 
substantially all the neces-
sary pleadings and do the 
required legal research. 
Members: 
Avram N. Cohen, Esquire, Chair 
Carolyn Barone, Esquire 
Linda Buffardi, Esquire 
Kenneth A. Colaluca, Esquire 
Joseph T. Little, Esquire 
Albert J. Mainellli, Esquire 
Robert V. Rossi, Esquire 
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1995 Judicial Roster 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
Joseph R Weisbeiger, 
Chief Justice 
Florence K. Murray, 
Justice 
Victoria Lederberg, 
Justice 
John P. Bourcier, 
Justice 
SUPERIOR C O U R T 
Joseph F. Rodgers. Jr., 
Presiding Justice 
Thomas H. Needham, 
Associate Justice 
Dominic F. Cresto, 
Associate Justice 
Alice Budget Gibney, 
Associate Justice 
Richard J. Israel, 
Associate Justice 
Americo Campanella, 
Associate Justice 
Robert D. Krause, 
Associate Justice 
Melanie Wilk Famiglietti, 
Associate Justice 
Vincent A Ragosta, 
Associate Justice 
John F. Sheehan, 
Associate Justice 
Ronald R Gagnon, 
Associate Justice 
Henry Gemma, Jr., 
Associate Justice 
Mark A Pfeiffer, 
Associate Justice 
Maureen McK. Goldberg, 
Associate Justice 
Patricia A Hurst, 
Associate Justice 78 
Francis J. Dariganjr., 
Associate Justice 
Judith Colenback Savage, 
Associate Justice 
Michael A Silvers ton, 
Associate Justice 
Stephen J Fortunato.Jr., 
Associate Justice 
Edward C Clifton, 
Associate Justice 
Nettie C Vogel, 
Associate Justice 
Frank J. Williams 
Associate Justice 
Anthony Camevale,Jr., 
GeneraI Master 
William J. McAtee, 
Administrator/ Master 
FAMILY C O U R T 
Jeremiah S.Jeremiah,Jr., 
Chief Judge 
Haiganush R Bedrosian, 
Associate Justice 
Pamela M Macktaz, 
Associate Justice 
Raymond E Shawcross, 
Associate Justice 
Michael B. Forte, 
Associate Justice 
Kathleen A Voccola, 
Associate Justice 
Paul A Suttell, 
Associate Justice 
Peter Palombo, Jr., 
Associate Justice 
Howard I. Lipsey, 
Associate Justice 
John A Mutter, 
Associate Justice 
Gilbert T.Rocha, 
Associate Justice 
Francis J. Murray, Jr. 
Associate Justice 
John J. O'Brien, Jr., 
General Master 
Debra E DiSegna, 
Master 
George W. DiMuro, 
Administrator/ Master 
Everett C. Sammartino, 
Master 
DISTRICT C O U R T 
Albert E DeRobbio, 
Chief Judge 
John J. Cappelli, 
Associate Judge 
Michael A Higgins, 
Associate Judge 
Robert K Pirraglia, 
Associate Judge 
Patricia D. Moore, 
Associate Judge 
O. Rogeriee Thompson, 
Associate Judge 
Gilbert V. Indeglia, 
Associate Judge 
Stephen P. Erickson, 
Associate Judge 
Robert J. Rahill, 
Associate Judge 
Walter Gorman, 
Associate Judge 
John M McLoughlin, 
Associate Judge 
Frank J. Cenerini, 
Associate Judge 
Elaine T. Bucci, 
Associate Judge 
Joseph P. Ippolito, 
Administrator/Master 
W O R K E R S ' 
C O M P E N S A T I O N 
C O U R T 
Robert F. Arrigan, 
Chief Judge 
William G. Gilroy, 
Associate Judge 
John Rotondi, Jr., 
Associate Judge 
Andrew E McConnell, 
Associate Judge 
Carmine A Rao, 
Associate Judge 
Constance L Messore, 
Associate Judge 
George E Healy, Jr., 
Associate Judge 
Debra L Olsson, 
Associate Judge 
Bruce Q. Morin, 
Associate Judge 
Janette A Bertness, 
Associate Judge 
A D M I N I S T R A T I V E 
A D J U D I C A T I O N 
C O U R T 
Vincent Pallozzi, 
Chief Judge 
John F. Lallo, 
Associate Judge 
Majorie R Yashar, 
Associate Judge 
Benedetto A Cerilli, SR, 
Associate Judge 
Lillian M Almeida, 
Associate Judge 
Edward C. Parker, 
Associate Judge 
Albert R Ciullo, Associate Judge 
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1995 Court Directory 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
CLERK/ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICES 
Licht Judicial Complex 
250 Benefit Street 
Providence RI 02903 
Robert C. Harrall, 
State Court Administrator 
277-3263 
Joseph D. Butler, 
.Associate Administrator, 
State Courts 
277-3266 
Brian B. Bums, 
Clerk Pro-tem 
Director of Bar Admissions 
277-3272 
Ronald A Tutalo, 
Administrative Assistant 
to Chief Justice 
277-3073 
Gail Higgins Fogarty, 
General Counsel 
277-3266 
Kendall F. Svengalis, 
State Law Librarian 
277-3275 
Martha Newcomb, 
Chief,.Appellate Screening 
277-3297 
Carol Bourcier Fargnoli, 
Chief Law Clerk 
277-6536 
Edward J. Plunkett, Jr., 
Executive Director, RJJSS 
277-3358 
Susan W. McCalmont, 
.Assistant Administrator, 
Policy and Programs 
277-2500 
Robert E Johnson, 
.Assistant Administrator, 
Facilities and Operations 
277-3249 
William A Melone, 
Assistant Administrator, 
Human Resources 
277-2700 
Dennis E Morgan, 
.Assistant Administrator, 
Planning/ Caseflow 
Management 
277-3358 
Holly Hitchcock, 
Director, Court Education, 
MCLE 
277-4942 
Linda D. Bonaccorsi, 
Chief, Employee Relations 
277-2700 
Central Registry7 
277-2084 
JUDICIAL RECORDS CENTER 
1 Hill Street 
Pawtucket, RI 02860 
277-3249 
JUDICIAL COUNCIL 
Providence Square Building Michael Ahn, 
55 Dorrance Street General Chief Clerk 
Providence, RI 02903 277-3220, ext 2021 
Disciplinary Board 
John E Fogarty 
Judicial Annex 
24 Weybosset Street 
Providence, RI 02903 
Diane Finkle, 
Chair 
277-3270 
David D. Curtin, 
Disciplinary Counsel 
277-3270 
Fugitive Task Force 
Michael White, 
Director 
277-2018 
S U P E R I O R C O U R T 
PROVIDENCE COUNTY 
Licht Judicial Complex 
250 Benefit Street 
Providence, RI 02903 
William J. McAtee, Esq., 
Administrator/Master 
277-3215 
John H Barrette, 
Deputy Administrator 
277-3215 
Henry S. Kinch, Jr. 
Clerk, Providence and 
Bristol Counties 
277-3220, ext 2011 
Girard R Visconti, 
Chair 
331-3800 
Joseph V. Conley, 
Jury Commissioner 
277-3245 
Henry J. Vivier, 
Assistant Jury Commissioner 
277-3248 
Evelyn A Keene, 
.Assistant Administrator, 
Managment and Finance 
277-3215 
Susan L Revens 
.Assistant Administrator 
Planning and Caseflow 
Management 
277-3215 
Bonnie L Williamson, 
Manager, Calendar Services 
277-3602 
Thomas P. McGann, 
Manager, Security and 
Operations 
277-3292 
Kathleen Maher McKendall, Esq. 
Administrator, 
;Arbitration Program 
277-6147 
KENT COUNTY 
Leigh ton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick, RI 02886 
Jane W. Anthony, 
Clerk 
822-1311 
Eugene J. McMahon, 
.Associate Jury Commissioner 
822-0400 
Jean Heden, 
Manager, Calendar Services 
(out counties) 
277-6645 
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Washington County 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
4800 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI02879 
Courtland R Chapman 
Clerk 
782-4121 
NEWPORT COUNTY 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport, RI 02840 
Anne M Collins 
Clerk. 
841-8330 
F A M I L Y C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
George N. DiMuro, Esq., 
Administrator/ Master 
277-3334 
Anthony T. Panichas, 
Deputy Administrator/ Clerk 
277-3334 
Barbara M Rogers, 
Chief Family Counselor 
277-3504 
David Heden, 
Chief Intake Supervisor, 
Juvenile 
277-3345 
William Aliferakis, 
Supervising Clerk of 
Collections 
277-3356 
John Colafrancesco, Jr., 
Supervisory Accountant 
277-3300 
Mary A McKenna, 
Fiscal Officer 
277-6684 
F. Charles Haigh,Jr., 
Chief Deputy Clerk 
(Domestic Relations) 
277-3340 
Janet Diano, 
Principal Deputy Clerk, 
Juvenile 
277-3352 
Francis Pickett, Jr., 
CASA / GAL Director 
277-6863 
KENT COUNTY 
Leigh ton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick, RI 02886 
Frank P. DeMarco, 
Supervisory Deputy Clerk 
822-1600 
NEWPORT COUNTY 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport, RI 02840 
Ellen F. Wilbur, 
Supervisory Deputy Clerk 
841-8340 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
4800 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI 02879 
Joyce C. Dube, 
Supervisory Deputy Clerk 
782-4111 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Joseph P. Ippolito, Esq., 
Administrator!Master 
277-6777 
Jerome Smith, 
Chief Clerk 
277-6960 
Patricia L Dankievitch, 
Deputy Administrator 
277-6960 
Joseph Senerchia, 
Administrative Clerk 
277-6960 
Joan M Godfrey, 
Assistant Administrator 
277-6960 
FIRST DIVISION 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
One Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Cynthia Clegg, 
Supervising Deputy Clerk / 
Training Officer 
277-6710 
SECOND DIVISION 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport, RI 02840 
Susan M Caldarone, 
Supervising Deputy Clerk 
(acting) 
841-8350 
THIRD DIVISION 
Leigh ton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick, RI 02886 
James A Signorelli, 
Chief Supervising Deputy 
Clerk 
822-1771 
FOURTH DIVISION 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
4800 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI 02879 
RoseMary T. Cantley, 
Supervising Deputy Clerk 
782-4131 
FIFTH DIVISION 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
One Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Alice Albuquerque, 
Supervising Deputy Clerk 
277-6710 
SIXTH DIVISION 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
One Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Kevin M Spina, 
Principal Deputy Clerk 
277-6710 
Raymond E Ricci, 
Supervising Deputy Clerk 
277-6710 
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W O R K E R S ' 
C O M P E N S A T I O N 
C O U R T 
ADMIN ISTRATIVE 
A D J U D I C A T I O N 
C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 02903 
Dennis L Revens, 
Court Administrator 
277-3097 
Kenneth D. Haupt, 
Deputy Administrator 
277-3097 
Maureen H. Aveno, 
Administrator; 
Medical Advisory Board 
277-1174 
Joann M Faioli, 
Principal Assistant 
.Administrator 
277-3097 
Dennis R Cooney, 
Senior Assistant 
Administrator 
277-3097 
Edward J. McGovern, 
Senior Assistant 
Administrator 
277-3097 
345 Harris Avenue 
Providence, RI 02909-1082 
Leo Skenyon, 
Administrator/ Clerk 
277-2251 
Robert Halpin, 
Deputy Administrator/ Clerk 
277-2994 
Allen Simpkins, 
Deputy Administrator/ C6r£ 
277-2931 
Raymond Denisewich, 
Supervising Collection Clerk 
277-2873 
J. Ryder Kenney, Esq., 
Legal Counsel 
277-1170 
T D D / T T Y N U M B E R S 
Licht Judicial Complex 
(401) 277-3269 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
(401) 277-3332 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
(401) 822-1607 
McGrath Judicial 
Complex 
(401) 782-4139 
Murray Judicial Complex 
(401) 841-8331 
Administrative 
Adjudication Court 
(401) 277-2994/3096 
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Rhode Island Supreme Court 
APPELLATE CASEFLOW 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Case Types 
Criminal 
Added 111 95 96 114 109 
Disposed 102 109 95 98 115 
Pending 104 90 92 110 106 
Civil 
Added 316 318 353 292 349 
Disposed 318 312 305 280 295 
Pending 234 237 286 298 361 
Certiorari 
Added 213 201 219 267 239 
Disposed 182 187 227 235 231 
Pending 118 132 126 158 169 
Other 
Added 63 67 69 103 65 
Disposed 51 68 65 92 73 
Pending 23 17 20 31 23 
All Cases 
Added 703 681 737 776 762 
Disposed 653 676 692 705 714 
Pending 479 476 521 597 659 
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Rhode Island Supreme Court 
DISPOSITION DETAIL 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Manne r/S t age of Disposit ion 
Before Argument 
Withdrawn 85 82 77 75 84 
Dismissed 95 108 152 126 81 
Petition Granted 2 4 4 7 6 
Petition Denied 98 132 137 176 162 
Other 24 15 12 10 28 
Total 304 341 382 394 361 
After Argument/Motion Calendar 
Withdrawn — — 1 1 3 
Affirmed 143 128 145 102 120 
Modified — 1 — — 
Reversed 23 24 26 11 21 
16 G Affirmed — — — — — 
Other 46 56 52 84 87 
Total 212 209 224 198 231 
After Argument/Merits 
Withdrawn — — 1 2 1 
Affirmed 82 77 59 67 75 
Modified 8 9 6 13 7 
Reversed 47 40 20 31 39 
Total 137 126 86 113 122 
Total Dispositions 653 676 692 705 714 
Average Time to Disposition 8.7 mos. 8.3 mos. 8 .2 mos. 7.9 mos. 10.1 mos. 
Median Time to Disposition 8.2 mos. 7.9 mos 8 .1 mos. 7.4 mos. 9.0 mos. 
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Rhode Island Superior Court 
CRIMINAL CASEFLOW 
Felonies 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Providence/Bristol 
Cases Filed 4,114 4,149 4,274 4,175 4,378 
Cases Disposed 4,049 4,607 4,283 4,389 4,120 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +65 -458 -9 -214 +258 
Total Pending Cases 2,056 1,440 1,333 1,278 1,446 
Cases over 180 Days Old 1,323 881 697 726 554t 
% over 180 Days Old (64.3%) (61.2%) (52.3%) (56.8%) (38.3%) 
Kent 
Cases Filed 886 857 757 772 863 
Cases Disposed 785 893 712 667 716 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +101 -36 +45 +105 +147 
Total Pending Cases 281 235 206 292 362 
Cases over 180 Days Old 125 129 75 124 209 
% over 180 Days Old (44.5%) (55%) (36.4%) (42.5%) (57.7%) 
Newport 
Cases Filed 279 334 384 412 395 
Cases Disposed 329 279 414 467 362 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -50 -55 -30 -55 +33 
Total Pending Cases 165 141 122 77 119 
Cases over 180 Days Old 88 52 49 40 59 
% over 180 Days Old (53.3%) (36.9%) (40.2%) (51.9%) (49.6%) 
Washington 
Cases Filed 386 424 357 323 409 
Cases Disposed 415 493 375 332 372 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -29 -69 -18 -9 +37 
Total Pending Cases 218 128 81 88 123 
Cases over 180 Days Old 112 39 15 14 35 
% over 180 Days Old (51.4%) (30.5%) (18.5%) (15.9%) (28.5%) 
Statewide 
Cases Filed 5,665 5,764 5,772 5,682 6,045 
Cases Disposed 5,578 6,372 5,785 5,856 5,570 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +87 -608 -13 -174 +475 
Total Pending Cases 2,720 1,944 1,742 1,735 2,050 
Cases over 180 Days Old 1,648 1,101 836 904 857 
% over 180 Days Old (60.6%) (57%) (47.9%) (52.1%) (41.8%) 
Modified method of determining age of cases 
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1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island Superior Court 
CRIMINAL CASEFLOW 
Misdemeano r s 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Providence/Bristol 
Cases Filed 343 312 303 261 268 
Cases Disposed 417 297 477 263 252 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -74 +15 -174 -2 +16 
Total Pending Cases 309 294 159 146 157 
Cases over 90 Days Old 269 269 134 121 107 
% over 90 Days Old (87%) (91%) (84%) (83%) (68%) 
Kent 
Cases Filed 118 310 118 116 97 
Cases Disposed 123 333 183 95 102 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -5 -23 -65 +21 -5 
Total Pending Cases 50 70 35 68 67 
Cases over 90 Days Old 21 47 23 39 56 
% over 90 Days Old (42%) (67%) (66%) (57%) (83.6%) 
Newport 
Cases Filed 59 57 74 90 133 
Cases Disposed 128 72 77 101 150 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -69 -15 -3 -11 -17 
Total Pending Cases 36 41 40 52 43 
Cases over 90 Days Old 28 28 23 18 31 
% over 90 Days Old (78%) (68%) (58%) (35%) (72%) 
Washington 
Cases Filed 48 61 41 60 236 
Cases Disposed 56 65 63 67 194 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -8 -4 -22 -7 +42 
Total Pending Cases 33 27 20 20 114 
Cases over 90 Days Old 17 15 11 12 44 
% over 90 Days Old (52%) (56%) (55%) (60%) (38.6%) 
Statewide 
Cases Filed 568 740 536 527 734 
Cases Disposed 724 767 799 526 698 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -156 -27 -263 -1 +36 " 
Total Pending Cases 428 432 254 286 381 
Cases over 90 Days Old 335 359 191 190 238 
% over 90 Days Old (78%) (83%) (75%) (66%) (62.5%) 
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1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island Superior Court 
M A N N E R O F D I S P O S I T I O N 
Felonies 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Providence/Bristol 
Plead 3,515 3,981 3,753 3,923 3,721 
Filed 28 49 41 23 21 
Dismissed 430 490 401 358 299 
Trial 70 84 82 78 79 
Other 4 3 6 7* 0 
Total 4,047 4,607 4,283 4,389 4,120 
Kent 
Plead 711 822 609 606 648 
Filed 2 7 16 3 1 
Dismissed 57 49 57 50 47 
Trial 13 11 28 7 14 
Other 2 4 2 1* 6 
Total 785 893 712 667 716 
Newport 
Plead 268 331 347 407 328 
Filed 7 8 6 9 2 
Dismissed 41 33 57 43 27 
Trial 12 3 3 8 4 
Other 1 4 1 0 1 
Total 329 379 414 467 362 
Washington 
Plead 347 422 345 299 344 
Filed 7 5 3 3 4 
Dismissed 53 59 20 23 16 
Trial 8 6 7 7 8 
Other 0 1 0 0 0 
Total 415 493 375 332 372 
Statewide 
Plead 4,841 5,556 5,054 5,235 5,041 
Filed 44 69 66 38 28 
Dismissed 581 631 535 474 389 
Trial 103 104 120 100 105 
Other — 12 9 8* 7 
Total 5,576 6,372 5,784 5,855 5^ 570 
* Referred to lower court 
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1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island Superior Court 
M A N N E R O F D I S P O S I T I O N 
Misdemeanors 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Providence/Bristol 
Plead 234 145 253 165 119 
Filed 74 32 42 21 16 
Dismissed 101 113 163 65 103 
Trial 4 2 13 6 8 
Other 4 5 6 6* 6 
Total 417 297 477 263 252 
Kent 
Plead 77 256 117 67 70 
Filed 18 36 28 8 13 
Dismissed 13 30 27 10 12 
Trial 3 1 4 0 4 
Other 12 10 7 10* 3 
Total 123 333 183 95 102 
Newport 
Plead 62 27 37 59 95 
Filed 20 18 13 13 16 
Dismissed 31 18 16 26 21 
Trial 6 1 2 2 3 
Other 9 8 9 1* 15 
Total 128 72 77 101 150 
Washington 
Plead 20 32 44 41 131 
Filed 8 8 13 16 41 
Dismissed 14 18 5 7 14 
Trial 7 2 0 0 3 
Other 7 5 1 3* 5 
Total 56 65 63 6 f ""' 194 
Satewide 
Plead 394 460 483 332 415 
Filed 120 94 96 58 86 
Dismissed 159 179 212 108 150 
Trial 20 6 20 8 18 
Other 32 28 22 20* 29 
Total 725 767 833 526 698 
* Referred to lower court 
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1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island Superior Court 
CIVIL C A S E F L O W 
Civil Act ions 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Providence/Bristol 
Total Cases Filed 8,694 7,419 7,145 7,099 6,959 
Trial Calendar Summary : 
Cases Added 2,118 2,345 2,213 2,026 2,105 
Cases Disposed 2,391 2,293 2,360 2,207 Mil 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -273 +52 -147 -187 -66 
Pending at Year End 4,188 3,875 3,720 3,411 3,238 
Kent 
• 
Total Cases Filed 1,433 1,219 1,168 1,070 1,159 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 371 401 343 297 345 
Cases Disposed 517 374 478 498 445 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -146 +27 -135 -201 -100 
Pending at Year End 1,026 1,038 885 655 540 
Newport 
Total Cases Filed 716 623 577 596 556 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 174 182 141 122 181 
Cases Disposed 181 186 192 149 182 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -7 -4 -51 -27 -1 
Pending at Year End 368 330 289 262 266 
Washington 
Total Cases Filed 810 741 631 687 762 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 200 200 220 182 215 
Cases Disposed 245 250 212 246 244 ' 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -45 -50 +8 -64 -29" 
Pending at Year End 533 491 508 453 430 
Statewide 
Total Cases Filed 11,653 10,002 9,521 9,452 9,436 
Trial Calendar Summary : 
Cases Added 2,863 3,128 2,917 2,627 2,846 
Cases Disposed 3,334 3,103 3,242 3,100 3,042 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -471 +25 -325 -473 -196 
Pending at Year End 6,115 5,734 5,402 4,781 4,474 
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1995 R E P O R T ON T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island Superior Court 
M A N N E R O F D I S P O S I T I O N — T R I A L C A L E N D A R O N L Y 
Civil Actions 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Providence/Bristol 
Verdicts 103 110 85 117 95 
Judicial Decisions 76 86 64 61 105 
Total Trials 179 196 149 178 200 
Dismissed/Settled/Other 1,325 1,692 1,601 1,571 1,598 
Arbitration 887 405 610 458 373 
Total Disposed 2,391 2,293 2,360 2,207 2,171 
Kent 
Verdicts 9 10 17 16 23 
Judicial Decisions 12 2 9 13 21 
Total Trials 21 12 26 29 44 
Dismissed/Settled/Other 284 269 343 363 319 
Arbitration 212 93 109 106 82 
Total Disposed 517 374 478 498 445 
Newport 
Verdicts 3 5 7 3 9 
Judicial Decisions 30 27 6 1 6 
Total Trials 33 32 13 4 15 
Dismissed/Settled/Other 93 126 163 127 142 
Arbitration 55 28 36 18 25 
Total Disposed 181 186 212 149 182 
Washington 
Verdicts 6 3 7 6 13 
Judicial Decisions 9 18 7 18 10 
Total Trials 15 21 14 24 23 
Dismissed/Settled/Other 175 190 135 190 199 
Arbitration 55 39 43 32 22 
Total Disposed 245 250 192 246 244 
Statewide 
Verdicts 121 128 116 142 140 
Judicial Decisions 127 133 86 93 142 
Total Trials 248 261 202 235 282 
Dismissed/Settled/Other 1,877 2,277 2,242 2,251 2258 
Arbitration 1,209 565 798 614 502 
Total Disposed 3,334 3,103 3,242 3,100 3,042 
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1995 R E P O R T ON THE J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island Family Court 
J U V E N I L E C A S E F L O W 
Juvenile Filings by category 
Wayward/Delinquent 
Dependency/Neglect/Abuse 
Termination/Parental Rights 
Adoptions/Guardian 
Other 
1991 
5,902 
1,522 
217 
427 
92 
1992 
6,845 
1,445 
425 
451 
85 
1993 
6,916 
1,592 
332 
468 
99 
1994 
7,610 
1,510 
430 
528 
94 
1995 
7,949 
1,699 
561 
537 
71 
Total Filings 8,160 9,251 9,407 10,172 10,817 
Juvenile Filings by location 
Providence/Bristol 
Kent 
Newport 
Washington 
5,249 
1,519 
672 
720 
6,314 
1,499 
723 
715 
6,475 
1,395 
790 
747 
7,160 
1,378 
798 
836 
7,497 
1,382 
838 
1,100 
Total 8,160 9,251 9,407 10,172 10,817 
Juvenile Calendar Results 
Wayward/Deliquent Cases 
Providence/Bristol 
Total Pending 
Cases > 90 Days Old 
172 
46 
240 
105 
371 
217 
713 
490 
567 
306 
Kent 
Total pending 
Cases > 90 Days Old 
89 
32 
99 
48 
122 
80 
76 
40 
84 
23 
Newport 
Total Pending 
Cases > 90 Days Old 
39 
22 
33 
12 
68 
36 
72 
47 
46 
17 
Washington 
Total Pending 
Cases > 90 Days Old 
20 
8 
34 
17 
54 
25 
109 
80 
85 
46 
Average Time to 
Adjudication/Disposition for 
Wayward/Delinquent Cases 
97.3 days 104.1 days 111.8 days 113.7 days 150.6 days 
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1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island Family Court 
D O M E S T I C R E L A T I O N S C A S E F L O W 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Divorce Pe t i t ions F i l ed 
Providence/Bristol 2,916 2,867 2,744 2,774 2,827 
Kent 794 846 802 796 761 
Newport 408 417 404 397 366 
Washington 518 542 552 512 587 
Statewide Total 4,636 4,672 4,502 4,479 4,541 
A b u s e C o m p l a i n t s F i l ed 
Providence/Bristol 2,183 2,087 2,165 2,339 2,464 
Kent 422 408 410 360 385 
Newport 255 236 176 191 189 
Washington 178 174 260 235 282 
Statewide Total 3,038 2,905 3,011 3,125 3,320 
Contes t ed Divorce Ca l enda r Resu l t s 
Pro vidence/Bris tol 
Total Pending Cases 254 164 210 178 159 
Cases over 180 Days Old 61 28 42 59 19 
Cases over 360 Days Old 6 5 3 8 3 
Kent 
Total Pending Cases 100 92 42 49 33 
Cases over 180 Days Old 28 46 9 8 3 
Cases over 360 Days Old 8 14 1 1 0 
Newport 
Total Pending Cases 23 16 30 26 22 
Cases over 180 Days Old 3 3 15 10 3 
Cases over 360 Days Old 0 0 3 4 1 
Washington 
40 Total Pending Cases 45 13 24 38 
Cases over 180 Days Old 26 2 1 16 9 
Cases over 360 Days Old 8 0 4 2 3 
Statewide 
Total Pending Cases 422 285 306 291 254 
Cases over 180 Days Old 118 79 78 93 34 
Cases over 360 Days Old 22 21 11 15 7 
Support Pe t i t ions F i l ed 5,356 4,842 5,248 6,979 5,631 
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1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island District Court 
C R I M I N A L C A S E F L O W 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Misdemeanors1 
Second Division 
Filed 5,166 4,671 3,735 3,350 3,244 
Disposed 5,056 4,803 3,954 4,094 3,760 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +110 -132 -219 -744 -516 
Total Pending Cases 242 245 168 166 178 
Cases over 60 Days Old 81 84 56 29 0 
Third Division 
Filed 10,399 10,059 6,422 6,251 5,583 
Disposed 9.417 8,333 6,233 5,731 5,989 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +982 +1.726 +189 +520 -406 
Total Pending Cases 658 706 166 178 299 
Cases over 60 Days Old 37 36 0 1 0 
Fourth Division 
Filed 6,340 5,287 3,976 3,501 3,725 
Disposed 5,933 5,313 3,750 3,433 3,865 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +407 -26 +226 +68 -140 
Total Pending Cases 330 212 244 216 187 
Cases over 60 Days Old 10 13 35 26 13 
Sixth Division 
Filed 22,156 20,688 14,959 15,388 15,862 
Disposed 17,393 18,438 13,861 13,685 14,852 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +4.763 +2.250 +1.098 +1.703 +1.010 
Courtwide 
Filed 44,061 40,705 29,092 28,490 28,414 
Disposed 37,799 36,887 27.798 26,943 28,466 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +6.262 +3.818 +1.294 +1.547 -52 
Manner of Disposition 
Plead * « 14,220 14,897 15.350 
Filed * * 5,050 4,465 4.931 
Dismissed * * 6,982 5,933 6,148 
Trials • • 559 457 494 
Other * * 987 1,191 1,543 
Total * * 27.798 26.943 28.466 
Felonies 
Courtwide 
Filed 9,807 9,637 6,502 6,652 6,676 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 
Courtwide 
Charges Filed 53,868 50,342 49,062 48,110 46,677 
Bail Hearings 595 • 544 748 1,028 
• Unavailable due to automated system changeover. 
In 1993 there was a change in the method for counting misdemeanors. The unit of count became the case instead of each charge. 
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1995 R E P O R T O N T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Rhode Island District Court 
C I V I L C A S E F L O W 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
R e g u l a r Civi l 
Second Division 
Cases Filed 1,263 1,147 1,020 1,097 1,077 
Cases Disposed 1,182 1,193 1,015 1,226 1,210 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +81 -46 +5 -129 -133 
Third Division 
Cases Filed 3,386 2,665 2,536 1,461 2,290 
Cases Disposed 2,544 2,103 2,050 1,922 1,982 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +842 +562 +486 -461 +308 
Fourth Division 
Cases Filed 1,635 1,404 1,170 2,121 1,175 
Cases Disposed 1,180 1,236 991 1,579 1,552 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +455 +168 +179 +542 -377 
Sixth Division 
Cases Filed 16,435 13,599 12,115 12,153 11,567 
Cases Disposed 12,480 15,140 12,161 9,894 9,604 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +3,955 -1,541 -46 2,259 +1,963 
Courtwide 
Cases Filed 22,719 18,815 16,841 16,832 16,109 
Cases Disposed 17,386 19,672 16,217 14,621 14,348 
M a n n e r of Dispos i t ion 
Defaults 8,835 10,606 8,463 5,847 5,133 
Setdements 4,110 4,800 3,915 4,118 4,566 
Judgments 4,431 4,135 3,832 4,645 4,613 
Transfers 10 131 7 11 — 
Other 0 0 0 0 36 
Total 17,386 19,672 16,217 14,621 14,348 
Appeals 453 329 293 306 246 
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Rhode Island District Court 
CIVIL CASEFLOW 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Small Cla ims 
Second Division 
Cases Filed 1,207 1,093 895 1,034 1,160 
Cases Disposed 3,103 2,396 1,467 1,586 1,925 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -1,896 -1,303 -572 -552 -765 
Third Division 
Cases Filed 2,957 3,061 2,584 1,370 2,250 
Cases Disposed 3,916 4,042 4,078 2,198 2,697 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -959 -981 -1,494 -828 -447 
Fourth Division 
Cases Filed 2,266 1,956 1,326 1,350 1,196 
Cases Disposed 1,917 1,829 1,404 1,469 1,442 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +349 +127 -78 -119 -246 
Sixth Division 
Cases Filed 11,900 10,896 9,457 9,986 10,318 
Cases Disposed 10,002 12,014 10,039 11,663 12,524 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +1,898 -1,118 -582 -1,677 -2,206 
Courtwide 
Cases Filed 18,330 17,006 14,262 13,740 14,924 
Cases Disposed 18,938 20,281 16,988 16,916 18,588 
Manner of Disposit ion 
Defaults 9,779 10,787 8,677 7,800 9,459 
Settlements 6,463 6,736 5,827 6,858 6,815 
Judgments 2,696 2,758 2,484 2,258 2,314 
Total 18,938 20,281 16,988 16,916 18,588 
Appeals 244 160 105 82 104 
Other Categories 
Domestic Abuse 803 933 1,086 1,041 1,199 
Administrative Appeals 349 402 253 356 211 
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1995 REPORT ON THE JUDICIARY 
Rhode Island Workers' Compensation Court 
CASELOAD SUMMARY 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Petitions Filed 
Employee Petitions 
Original 3,854 3,738 3,544 3,548 3,418 
To review 2,986 3,162 2,550 1,906 1,830 
For Specific Compensation 543 - - - -
To Amend 146 - - - -
For Surgery 317 - - - -
Contempt 42 - - - -
2nd Injury 4 11 9 3 7 
To Enforce 1,303 1,258 999 886 748 
Total 9,195 8,169 7,102 6,343 6,003 
Employer Petitions 
To review 3,819 3,843 3,156 2,454 1,977 
To Suspend 192 - - - -
To Amend 4 - - - -
Total 4,015 3,843 3,156 2,454 MIL. 
Other 
Lump Sum Settlement 2,024 2,060 1,693 1,303 1,137 
Hospital/Physician Fees 391 667 243 188 112 
Other 77 580 391 302 283 
Total 2,492 3,307 2,327 1,793 1,532 
Total Petitions 15,702 15,319 12,585 10,590 9,512 
Total Dispositions 14,608 19,264 13,310 11,020 9,599 
Caseload Increase/Decrease +1,094 -3,945 -725 -430 -87 
Pending Caseload 7,159 4,706 4,076 3,662 3,535 
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Rhode Island Workers' Compensation Court 
CASELOAD SUMMARY 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
Manner/Stage of Disposition 
Pretrial 
Pretrial Order 4,584 3,633 3,139 2,677 
Order 15 5 4 2 
Decree 41 53 34 18 
Consent Decree 550 265 185 158 
Major Surgery 332 36 106 81 
Withdrawn 4,606 3,140 2,749 2,201 
Discontinued 104 166 57 36 
Dismissed 501 190 121 73 
Other 335 100 54 401 
Total 11,068 7,588 6,449 5,647 
Trial 
Decision 4,261 3,011 1,580 908 
Consent Decree 524 414 347 351 
Trial Claim Withdrawn 986 1,067 826 709 
Petition Withdrawn 899 331 357 285 
Order 99 99 78 88 
Dismissed 223 82 68 43 
Discontinued 89 59 32 4 
Other 192 240 939 1,243 
Total 7,273 5,303 4,227 3,631 
Total Dispositions * 18,342 12,891 10,676 9,278 
1 1 Not Available 
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1995 R E P O R T ON T H E J U D I C I A R Y 
Administrative Adjudication Court 
C A S E L O A D S U M M A R Y 
FY1994 FY1995 
Disposed Summonses 92,167 115,698 
Outstanding Summonses 53,586 27,669 
AAC Subtotal Caseload 145,753 143,367 
AAC Municipal Court Caseload 31,964 77,360 
AAC Total Caseload 177,717 220,727 
Fil ings in Selected Categories 
Breathalyzer Refusals — 1,744 
Insurance — 15,037 
Appeals (Filed) 841 736 
Driver Retraining Cases Processed 3,686 2,452 
Expungments 3,480 1,423 
Suspensions Ordered 69,612 82,748 
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